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SECTION  I 


INTRODUCTION 


A.  BACKGROUND 

Ground-based  simulation  is  an  important  tool  in  the  assessment  of  handling  qualities  of 
rotorcraft  for  both  research  and  development  The  strengths  and  limitations  of  the  simulation 
facilities  are  well  known  and  recognized  in  the  rotorcraft  community.  What  is  not  as  well 
howcver,  is  the  relative  impact  of  various  elements  in  the  simulator  itself  on  perceived 
hundling  qualitfes.  For  example,  past  studies  have  demonstrated  that  rate-augmented  vehicles  that 
eadiibit  good  Handling  qualities  in  flight  are  much  more  difficult  to  control  on  ground-based  simulators 
(Ref  1). 

Pefidef  the  obvious  issues  of  simulation  fidelity  and  flightAimulation  transference  (e.g..  Ref  2), 
there  are  other  fundamental  issues  in  simulation  design  that  also  impact  the  use  of  ground-based 
simulators  for  handling  qiudities  research.  AU  of  these  issues,  such  as  inherent  time  delays  and  their 
compensation  (e.g..  Refit.  3  and  4),  simulator  sickness  (e.g..  Ref  5),  and  the  requirements  on  motion 
(e.g..  Refit.  6, 7, 8,  and  9),  have  been  investigated  in  great  detail  in  terms  of  their  impact  on  human 
operator  response  ttynamics  and  assessments  of  fidelity.  Few  studies,  however,  have  eaqplored  the 
spedfic  impact  of  these  issues  on  handling  qualities  evaluations. 

A  study  was  conducted  on  the  NASA  Ames  Research  Center’s  Vertical  Motion  Simulator 
(VMS)  to  evaluate  the  ^ects  of  simulator  diaracteristics  on  handling  qualities.  The  primary  focus 
of  the  simulation  was  on  piloted  assessment  of  the  variations  —  Le.,  Handling  Qualities  Ratings 
(HQRs)  and  comments.  Seven  pilots  firom  the  Army,  NASA,  and  private  industry  participated  in  the 
Mwiuliitinn-  Most  evaluations  were  conducted  with  a  baseline  set  of  rotorcraft  dynamics,  using  a 
simple  transfer-fimction  model  of  an  uncoupled  helicopter  with  Level  1  handling  qualities  based  on 
ADS-33C  (Ref  10).  The  pilots  were  instructed  to  evaluate  each  configuration  as  if  it  were  a  new 
micraft;  therefore,  dififerences  in  HQRs  as  visual  and  motion  parameters  are  changed  were  due 
entire^  to  the  pilots’  perceptions  of  handling  qualities,  rather  than  to  changes  in  the  aircraft  model 
Seven  precision  and  aggresuve  low-speed  maneuvers  from  ADS-33C  were  used  as  the 
evaluation  tasks. 

B.  OBJECTIVES 

PfffertK  variatirms  in  the  three  major  elements  of  the  simulation  —  the  motion  system,  visual 
system,  and  math  model  —  were  evaluated.  Specific  variations  and  the  philosophies  behind  them 
were  as  fellows. 
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Motion  system:  The  effects  of  motion  were  evaluated  by  performing  a  portion  of  the  experiment 
fixed-base  and  repeating  this  portion  moving-base.  The  VMS  employs  linear  motion  washouts  with 
second-order  filters;  the  baseline  set  of  wrashouts  used  in  the  moving-base  evaluations  were  developed 
for  this  ejqwriment  based  on  a  combination  of  past  experience  and  the  involvement  of  NASA 
engineers.  This  baseline  set  of  washouts  followed  the  NASA  philosophy  of  transmitting  initial 
accelerations  at  the  expense  of  motion/visual^iodel  phasing.  A  third  set  of  modified  washouts  was 
developed  during  the  simulation  that  reduced  the  phase  distortions  between  the  motion  and  visual 
responses,  but  at  the  expense  of  amplitude  of  onset  accelerations.  Supporting  information  on  the 
design  of  motion  ^tems  in  general,  and  the  selection  of  the  washout  parameters  for  this  simulation 
in  particular,  is  given  in  ^pendix  A. 

Visual  system  delays:  A  compensation  filter  is  employed  on  simulations  at  Ames  to  effectively 
remove  the  delay-inducing  effects  of  pipeline  delays  in  the  visual  image  generation  system  (Ref.  3). 
While  this  filter  greatly  reduces  the  overall  visual  delays,  it  increases  the  mismatch  in  phasing  between 
the  visual  and  motion  responses.  Past  studies  on  such  visual/motion  mismatch  (described  in  >^pendix 
A)  have  had  conflicting  results:  it  is  unclear  vdiether  it  is  better  to  compensate  the  visual  response 
fully,  thus  increasing  the  mismatch,  or  to  minimize  the  phase  mismatch  at  the  expense  of  delayed 
visual  response.  Effects  of  adding  and  removing  the  visual  delay  compensation  were  evaluated  and 
compared  to  adding  an  equivalent  pure  time  delay  in  the  overall  simulation. 

Bandwidth/ResDOnse-Tvpe/delav  tradeoffs:  Combined  effects  of  variations  in  response  dynamics 
with  varying  amounts  of  visual  or  total  time  del^  were  investigated.  Two  Rate  Response-Types 
(Ret  10)  and  one  Attitude  Command/Attitude  Hold  Response-Type  were  evaluated,  though  most 
runs  were  made  with  the  baseline  Rate  system  that  provided  Level  1  handling  qualities  by  the 
requirements  of  ADS-33C  Incremental  time  delays,  in  the  form  of  both  pure  delay  in  the  model  and 
oombiiutions  of  model-plus-visual  delay  (the  latter  by  turning  the  compensation  filter  on  and  off), 
were  simulated,  from  0  to  383  msec 

\  Because  of  the  variation  parametm,  it  was  essential  that  a  thorough  accounting  of  the 
diaracteristics  of  an  elements  of  the  simulation  be  made.  To  this  end,  this  e3q)eriment  included  a  fiiU 
documentation  of  the  dynamics  of  the  math  model,  visual,  and  cab  dynamics.  A  procedure  was 
developed  by  NASA  to  provide  online  capabOiqr  for  fiequency-response  identification  of  the 
dynamics.  Using  this  procedure  it  was  possible  to  change  any  of  the  math  model,  visual,  or  motion 
variables  and  immediately  assess  the  impact  of  these  changes  on  the  simulation  setup.  Additional 
post-simulation  documentation  was  performed  using  piloted  frequency  sweeps. 
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C  NATURE  OF  THIS  STUDY 


This  sttxfy  amounted  to  a  preliminaiy  assessment  of  the  interplay  among  the  key  elements  of  the 
I^ted  simulation.  A  considerable  portion  of  the  simulation  time  was  devoted  exclusively  to  verifying 
the  dynamics  of  the  VMS  prior  to  pUoted  evaluation;  actual  evaluation  time  was,  therefore,  somewhat 
limited,  and  the  results  should  be  viewed  as  guides  for  future  work  as  opposed  to  final  conclusions. 
For  example,  there  was  no  attempt  to  search  for  an  ‘optimum*  set  of  motion  washouts  and  response 
gains  for  the  tasks  performed,  but  instead  a  first  cut  was  made  at  one  possible  alternative  set  A 
mudi  m(»e  thorough  sweep  of  motion  dynamics,  following  the  first  cut  taken  here,  is  justified. 

D.  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  REPORT 

Section  n  of  this  report  describes  the  experiment  design,  with  further  documentation  provided 
by  Appendices  A,  B,  and  C  Section  XU  anafyzes  the  handling  qualities  ratings  obtained;  actual  ratings 
and  transcribed  pilot  comments  are  given  in  Appendices  D  and  E,  respectivefy.  Section  IV  presents 
the  oondusions  based  on  the  analysis  of  Section  IIL  Included  in  Section  IV  are  recommendation? 
of  areas  wtnthy  of  further  investigation  in  follow*on  simulation  studies. 
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SECTION  n 


EXPERIMENT  DESIGN 


A.  FACnJTy 

The  simulation  was  conducted  on  NASA  Ames  Research  Center’s  six-degree-of-freedom  Vertical 
Motion  Emulator  (VMS)  with  the  Rotorcraft  Simulator  Motion  Generator  (RSMG)  system,  depicted 
in  Hf.  1.  The  simulator  cab  was  mounted  such  that  the  greatest  translational  travel  was  in  the  lateral 
direction.  Translational  motion  is  limited  by  hard  stops  at  ±30  ft  vertically,  ±20  ft  laterally,  and  ±4 
ft  longitudinal^.  Software  trips  in  the  motion  q«tem  further  limited  the  actual  available  range  of 
linear  travel  fircnn  center  position  to  ±2S  ft  vertically,  ±18  ft  lateral^,  and  ±2.5  ft  longitudinally. 

The  codqtit  was  representative  of  a  single-pilot  helicopter  configuration  with  three  horizon-level 
monitors  £or  the  out-the-window  view;  the  rightmost  window  included  a  view  of  the  ground 
envircmment  near  the  helicopter  as  well  Visual  displi^  generation  was  via  a  Digital  Image  Generator 
(DIG).  Conventional  oodqnt  head-down  instruments  were  used,  with  the  addition  of  a  digital 
altimeter.  No  head-up  displays  were  used. 

Cockpit  controls  were  conventional,  with  a  center-mounted  t^clic,  left-hand  collective,  and 
pedals.  Asidestidc  capable  of  two-,  three-,  or  four-axis  control  was  also  mounted  in  the  cockpit  but 
was  not  used  for  this  simulation.  Variable-feel  Md^adden  control  loaders  were  used  on  all  controls; 
£oroe-feel  characteristics  were  fixed  throughout  the  simulation  at  the  values  listed  in  Table  1.  The 

TABLE  1.  COCia>IT  CONTROLLER  CHARACTERISTICS 


LONG,  CYCUC 

LAT.  CYCUC 

PEDALS 

COLLECTIVE 

PARAMETER 

Travd  (ul) 

±5 

±5 

±3 

±5 

IKeakout  (lbs) 

OS 

05 

4 

0 

Fkietion  (lbs) 

OS 

05 

3 

2 

Gradient  (tofm.) 

li) 

1X1 

10 

0 

4 


Figure  1.  Vertical  Motion  Simulator 


frwwiwanH  Mgnuk  were  displacement  for  all  controllers.  Cyclic  stick  characteristics  were  symmetric 
for  pitch  and  roll  Fbrce/deflection  (fynamics  of  the  ^lic  were  not  measured  in  the  simulation,  but 
were  estimated  based  on  pot  settinp  to  be  apprcndmately 

*  **  ♦  2(0.3X11.4)8  ♦  11.4’  [in. 


in  both  pitch  and  roll 

Hpue  2  is  a  schematic  of  the  simulation  layout  Cockpit  control  deflections,  5(s),  are  sampled 
fay  an  analog*to-diptal  (A/D)  converter  and  sent  via  digital-to-digital  (D/D)  interface  to  the  host 
computer  (point  A  on  Hg.  2).  The  host  computer  for  the  simulation  model  was  a  CDC  7600 
operating  at  a  cycle  rate,  T,  of  50  samples  per  second  (20  msec  frame  time).  Model  accelerations, 
w(zX  are  computed  at  every  sample  (point  B).  The  model  accelerations  are  used  by  the  motion-drive 
strfhvare  to  compute  motion  drive  command  signals,  W(j(z)  (pdnt  C).  These  signals  are  sent  via  D/D 

and  D/A  to  the  cab  motion  system.  Sampling  of  the  responses  of  the  VMS  motion  system 
accelerations,  W|n(s),  and  rates,  V|n(s),  requites  an  additional  A/D  and  D/D  interface  (point  D).  Cab 
aoceleratkws  and  rates  were  measured  in  this  simulatmn  using  both  standard  instrumentation  and  an 
add-on  package  of  accelerometers  and  rate  gyros.  This  is  discussed  further  below  and  in  Appendix  B. 

Model  rates,  u(z),  are  computed  from  the  model  accelerations  with  an  advandng-integration 
algorithm  that  effectively  provides  a  one-^de  lead  (pcwt  F  on  Fig.  2).  Model  positions,  u(z),  are 
then  integrated  from  the  rates  (point  G)  to  compute  the  computer-generated  imagery  (CGI) 
mtntniiTtfk  for  the  Digital  Image  Generator  (DIG).  A  visual  del^  compensation  algorithm  (Refs. 
3, 4,  and  12)  provides  lead  adjustment  to  offret  these  tranqmrt  deh^,  and  evaluations  were  made 
with  this  compensation  algorithm  both  on  and  off  (as  is  discussed  in  more  detail  below).  The  CGI 
Imshion  wrwwiMtMk,  u^z)  (point  H  in  Fig.  2),  are  transmitted  via  a  D/D  interface  to  the  cockpit  visual 
dkqday.  The  DIG  computer  operated  at  30  samples  per  second  (333  msec  frame  time).  The  DIG 
wnmptitgr  uscs  a  pqreline  that  requires  a  total  of  2-1/2  computer  cycles  to  generate  an  image  and  fill 
half  the  monitors  in  the  cockpit,  resulting  in  an  effective  time  delay  of  (25)*(333)  »  833  msec 
(Ret  3).  Since  this  pipeline  deby  was  known,  no  attempt  was  made  to  measure  the  actual  coclqrit 
nsual  diqd^r  response. 
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Model 


Figure  Z  Del^  Souroes  in  the  VMS  Simulation  Fadlity 


B.  MATH  MODEL 

The  mathematical  model  Cor  the  rotorcraft  was  a  generic,  uncoupled  stability-derivative  model 
that  has  been  used  fior  several  simulations  at  Ames  (e.g.,  Re&.  13  and  14).  CSianges  in  dynamic 
response  dmracteristks  are  effected  by  altering  the  basic  aircraft  stability  and  control  derivatives;  for 
eian^le,  the  transfer  function  for  pitch  attitude  response  to  longitudinal  ^clic  was  represented  by 

1  - 

s*  -  -  M, 

For  nomero  M^,  tLe  Respcmse-iype  is  Attitude  Command/Attitude  Hold  with  M0  »  and  Mq 
*  2Ca>ii;  setting  M^  «  0  produces  a  Rate  Response-Type.  Control  sensitivity  in  both  cases  is  varied 
by  diangiiigMg^-  Variatkms  in  Response-Type  and  Bandwidth  were  achieved  by  varying  Mq  and  M^, 
wfaSe  was  fiy**  for  each  configuration  to  provide  Level  1  control  power  as  spedfied  by  ADS-33C 
(Ret  10).  Values  of  the  derivatives  for  the  three  pitch  and  roll  Response-Types  are  listed  in  Table  Z 

Ifoave  and  yaw  dynamics  were  fixed  throughout  the  rimulation  at  values  that  exceeded  the 
Level  1  requirements  of  ADS-33C 
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TABLE  2.  DERIVATIVE  VARIATIONS  FOR  TEST  CASES 


DERIVATIVE 

(UNITS) 

RESPONSE-TYPE  (PITCH  AND  ROLL) 

Low-Bandwidth  Rate 

High-Bandwidth  Rate 

ACAH 

M5^  (radAec^^n.) 

0.5425 

1.4 

1.0 

Mq  (rad/sec) 

-IJSS 

-4.0 

-2.94 

M^  (rad/sec^) 

0 

0 

-4.41 

(radAec^^) 

0.92 

1.4 

1.0 

Lp  (rad/sec) 

•2.63 

-4.0 

-2.94 

(rad/sec^ 

0 

0 

-4.41 

NOTE:  Z  -  _ :!! _  ;  Z  - 

s^-MqS-M^  fi,  s2-LpS-L^ 

C  MOTION  SYSTEM  VARIATIONS 

Even  though  the  VMS  provides  a  large  range  of  linear  and  angular  travels,  there  are  still  very 
tight  limitations  on  maneuvering  space  that  necessitate  lowered  response  gains  and  high  washout 
break  frequencies  (e.g.,  Ref.  9).  The  selection  of  such  gains  and  washouts  is  a  compromise  between 
the  desire  for  realism  in  motion  and  the  realities  of  space  limitations.  Ideally,  the  values  selected 
reflect  the  requirements  of  the  particular  maneuvers  to  be  flown  and  the  expectations  of  the  pilot 
(as  discussed  in  detafl  in  Appendix  A). 

The  motion  system  of  the  VMS  uses  linear  washouts  with  second-order  filter  characteristics  (Ref. 
^  VariaUes  available  for  fine-tuning  consist  of  the  overall  motion  gain  (v^di  determines  the  scale- 
down  frtnn  the  real  worid  —  e.g.,  a  gain  of  0.7  means  70%  of  full-scale  acceleration)  and  damping 
and  natural  frequency  of  the  washout  filter  (which  determines  the  rate  at  vdifch  the 'correct*  response 
is  removed  and  the  simulator  cab  returned  to  center  position). 

Prior  to  the  start  of  formal  evaluations,  a  set  of  motion  gains  and  washout  frequencies  was 
devdoped  by  NASA  peisonnei  for  the  evaluation  tasks  of  this  simulation.  The  initial  motion  gains 
and  washouts  were  developed  under  the  guidance  of  Mr.  Richard  Bn^,  vdio  had  recently  retired  from 
NASA  but  volunteered  to  assist  in  setting  up  the  motion  dviuunics.  The  motion  gains  and  washouts, 
referred  to  in  this  report  as  Baseline  motion,  incorporated  relatively  large  initial  responses  (on  the 
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Older  of  30%  to  60%  of  full  scale),  with  correspondingfy  large  washouts  (break  frequencies  of  0^  to 
0.7  rad^ec).  This  resulted  in  a  simulator  command  that  transmitted  much  of  the  initial  acceleration 
to  the  pilot,  but  that  very  quickly  washed  out  the  rates  and  translations.  As  is  shown  in  Appendix 
A,  the  break  frequencies  of  these  washout  filters  produce  significant  phase  distortion  around  the 
frequencies  for  pfloted  control,  e.g.,  OJ-5  rad/sec. 

A  variation  to  the  baseline  set  of  gains  and  washouts  was  devised  that  reduced  the  phase 
distortions  at  the  frequencies  for  piloted  control.  Emphasis  was  placed  on  reducing  the  phase  error 
between  simulated  motion  and  actual  motion  to  less  than  30  deg  over  the  frequencies  from  1  to  S 
rad/wc  (^pendix  A).  This  involved  lower  washout  break  frequencies  in  the  pitch,  roll,  and  vertical 
axes,  which  necessitated  the  use  of  lower  gains  as  well  Development  of  this  Modified  motion  sei  was 
iterative,  with  repeated  applications  of  an  on-line  frequem^-response  program  (RSVP,  described  in 
^pendix  B)  and  piloted  evaluations.  This  was  intended  to  be  an  exploratory  study  only,  in  prepara¬ 
tion  for  a  more  formal  and  systematic  variation  in  motion  response  characteristics.  As  such,  the 
modified  motion  set  was  not  necessarily  optimized  for  the  tasks  flown  in  this  simulation.  Given 
further  development  time,  similar  modifications  to  the  motion  gains  and  washouts  would  have  been 
matte  for  the  other  axes  of  response. 

Table  3  lists  the  washout  filten  for  the  Baseline  and  Modified  motion  ^tems.  The  modified 
roll  and  heave  filters  have  lowered  gains  and  greatly  reduced  washout  break  frequencies;  yaw 
t^mamics  were  not  changed,  and  the  differences  in  pitch  were  due  to  fine-tuning  of  the  baseline 
motion  ^tem  following  the  software  changes  mentioned  above.  The  gain  reduction  in  sway  was 
made  to  retain  proper  roll-sway  coordination.  The  motion  drives  on  the  VMS  include  provisions  for 
increasing  the  washouts  as  airspeed  increases.  This  is  necessary  to  provide  protection  against  large 
linear  accderations  that  are  possible  at  high  speeds  (due  to  velocity-dependent  components  of 
ttoeleration).  Between  the  low-  and  high-speed  values  the  gains  and  break  frequencies  of  the 
washout  filtos  were  computed  linear  interpolation.  Eve  of  the  seven  tasks  evaluated  in  the 
raulation  (see  Appendix  C  for  a  description  of  the  tasks)  were  performed  at  hover  or  very  low 
airqieeds.  Onfy  the  slalom  and  dash/quickstop  involved  operations  at  airspeeds  above  20  to  30  kt, 
so  the  emphasis  on  the  (tevelopment  of  washouts  was  naturally  placed  on  the  low-speed  sets.  As  a 
result,  discusskm  of  the  washout  filter  characteristics  in  this  report  focuses  only  on  the  low-speed  sets. 

Frequency-response  comparisons  of  the  washout  filters,  as  well  as  a  comparison  of  their  gain 
attenuation  and  phase  distortion  characteristks,  are  presented  in  ^pendix  A. 

A  simple  illustrative  example  of  the  effects  of  the  two  sets  of  motion  washouts  is  shown  in  Fig. 
3.  The  time  responses  in  this  figure  are  for  a  simple  first-order  representation  of  the  helicopter  in 
heave,  with  no  additional  time  deliys,  lags,  etc  A  double-pulse  collective  input  was  applied  to  this 
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TABLES.  MOTION  WASHOUT FILITRS 


Baseline  Set 

Modified  Set 

Axis 

V  ^  30  kt 

V  ^  60kt 

V  s  20  kt 

V  ^  50kt 

RoU 

03(0)2 

035(0)2 

0.15(0)2 

0.10(0)2 

[0.707,0.7] 

[0.707,0.85] 

[0.707,03] 

[0.707,0.4] 

Pitch 

03(0)2 

[2.0,03] 

03(0)2 

Same 

035(0)2 

[a707,03] 

Same 

(0.Q54)(0.746) 

Yaw 

03(0)2 

[23,03] 

03(0)2 

Same 

Same  as 

Baseline 

Same  as 

Baseline 

(a042)(0.9S8) 

Surge 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Sway 

03(0)2 

0.6(0)2 

0.6(0)2 

Same 

[0.707,0.6] 

[0.707,0.6] 

[0.707,0.6] 

Heave 

0.6(0)2 

03(0)2 

0.4(0)2 

03(0)2 

[0.707,03] 

[0.707,13] 

[0.707,0.05] 

[0.707,03] 

Notes:  a)  Shorthand  Notation  is  (a)  e  (s  a);  ^  a/g^ 


b)  FQters  are  for 


simulator  acceleration 
aircraft  acoeleratiozr 


c)  FDter  parameten  vary  linearly  with  airspeed  between  low  and  high  speeds 
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EguieS.  Vertical  Responses  to  RafHd  20-ft  Altitude  Change 
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model  with  input  size  and  timing  adjusted  to  produce  a  rapid  altitude  change  in  the  aircraft  model 
of  approximately  20  ft  The  actual  model  responses  are  shown  as  solid  lines  in  Fig.  3.  The  short 
dashed  lines  represent  the  responses  of  the  VMS  cab  with  the  baseline  motion  Glter  (labeled 
"Baseline*  or  "BsL"),  and  the  long  dashed  Unes  are  the  responses  for  the  modified  motion  system 
(labeled  "Modified"  or  "Mod.").  The  initial  collective  input  commanded  a  normal  acceleration  change 
of  almost  25  ft/sec^;  because  of  the  higher  motion  gain,  the  baseline  response  more  faithfully  transmits 
this  command  to  the  cab,  and  results  in  a  slightly  greater  initial  altitude  rate  and  height  change. 
When  the  second  pulse  is  applied  to  stop  the  climb  and  then  removed,  however,  the  baseline  ^tem 
actually  commands  an  acceleration  in  the  opposite  direction,  due  to  the  high  washout  firequen^,  to 
drive  the  cab  back  to  center  position.  So  ^)^e  there  is  a  commanded  altitude  change  of  20  ft,  the 
cab  actually  moves  only  about  8  fit,  then  returns  toward  (and  even  beyond)  zero  fL  By  contrast,  the 
modified  system  moves  the  cab  about  7  ft,  then  back  toward  center  at  a  much  slower  rate.  The 
acceleration,  rate,  and  altitude  responses  for  the  modified  system  more  faithfulfy  reproduce  (albeit 
at  reduced  gain)  the  model  responses. 

Evaluations  were  also  made  with  the  motion  system  turned  off  entirely,  Le.,  fixed-base. 

D.  TIME  DEL4Y  VARIATIONS 
1.  Identification  and  Measurement  of  Time  Delays 

Confirmation  of  all  time  delays  in  the  simulation,  including  documentation  of  the  inherent  delays 
in  the  model  and  motion  elements,  was  performed  at  the  start  of  the  simulation.  Timing  diagrams 
generated  NASA  personnel  isolated  phantom  delays  such  as  "recording  del^*  from  those  delays 
actually  in  the  simulation.  Values  were  verified  using  frequent-response  measurements.  The 
techniques  of  this  verification  are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  next  section  of  this  report,  and  data 
plots  are  given  in  Appendix  B. 

^  Figure  2  shows  the  sources  of  time  delays  in  the  VMS  facQit*  The  del^s  due  to  the  A/D  and 
D/D  (Tad  Tdd)  interfaces  total  about  10  msec.  Die  model  acceleration  was  subject  to  a  one- 
cyde  delt  of  the  computer,  T  *  20  msec.  Lead  compensation  in  the  motion  drive  algorithms 
effective^  removed  this  one<ycle  delay  for  commaLds  to  the  motion  ^tem  (Le.,  Tmd  ^  *T)- 
Motion  ^tem  delays,  Tj^  were  measured  tom  frequenqr  responses  as  documented  in  .^pendbc 
B.  The  VMS  motion  system  frequent  response  mqr  be  characterized  in  any  axis  as  a  cascaded 
combination  of  a  second-order  lag  plus  time  delay;  for  the  purposes  of  this  experiment,  however,  this 
lag-plus-delay  combination  miy  be  approximated  suffidentfy  by  a  pure  time  delay,  tq|.  The  estimated 
values  of  Toi  for  the  VMS  (^ipendix  B)  were  70  msec  for  pitch  and  roU  angular  velocities;  110  msec 
for  yaw  angular  velocity;  and  170  msec  for  longitudinal  (surge),  100  msec  for  lateral  (svray),  and 
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160  msffff  &»’  vertical  (heave)  linear  accelerations.  The  total  throughput  delay  for  motion  response 
to  cockpit  control  inputs  is,  therefore  (Fig.  2),  2(Tad  +  TDD)  +  Tm,  resulting  in  90  msec  in 
efEcctive  delay  for  the  pitch  and  roll  responses. 

For  the  visual  path  in  Fig.  2,  the  advancing  integration  from  acceleration  to  velocity  removes  the 
deh^  due  to  computer  cycle  time,  resulting  in  no  net  delay.  The  compensation  filter  in  the  CXjI  drive 
produces  an  effective  time  lead  of  833  msec  (-Tc)  when  it  is  active,  and  0  msec  when  it  is  not  The 
D/D  deli^  1t>D  *  2  ^  negligible.  Finally,  pipeline  delay  T)>l  is  833  msec.  The  total  delay 

in  the  codqnt  visual  response  to  cockpit  control  inputs  is,  therefore,  T>^  Tqd  ~  Tc  ***  TpL  - 
10  msec  (compensation  on)  or  933  msec  (compensation  oQ). 

2.  Introd«cth»  oi  Added  Udm  Delays 

Two  sources  of  additional  time  deli^  were  available  in  the  simulation,  and  combinations  of  these 
sources  were  tested.  Hrst,  an  efiEective  delay  was  introduced  into  the  visual  scene  only  by  turning  off 
the  visual  compensation  algorithm  effectively  introducing  a  del^  of  833  msec  in  the  pilot’s  out-the* 
window  visual  response,  without  affecting  the  math  model  and  motion  drive  systems.  Second,  sample- 
and>hold  dicuits  were  added  to  the  control  systems  in  all  axes  (Ta  ~  KT  in  Fig.  2)  that  provided 
capability  for  introducing  pure  deli^  corresponding  to  multiples  of  the  host  computer’s  frame  time, 
ie^  20  msec  increments,  up  to  300  msec.  Since  this  del^  was  immediatety  after  the  stick  command, 
it  introduced  deh^is  in  all  elements  of  the  simulation  —  math  model,  visual,  and  motion. 

E.  BAlWWIDTIl/RESPONSE-TyPE  VARIATIONS  AND  DYNAMICS  OF  CONnCURATIONS 

Because  ot  the  importance  of  time  delay  as  an  integral  element  in  the  test  plan,  it  was  essential 
that  all  sources  of  delay  be  identified.  The  diagram  of  Fg.  2  and  supporting  information  in  ^pendix 
B  |»ovided  documentation  of  all  time  delays.  In  addition  to  the  elements  shown  in  Hg.  3,  the 
Bhcring  of  the  codqnt  force  feel  tystem  effcctivety  jnoduces  time  del^  as  welL  Force  feel  is 
provided  by  McFadden  control  loaden  in  the  VMS  cab,  and  since  displacement  commands  were  med 
to  drive  the  rimulatioo,  the  feel  tystem  is  in  series  with  the  command  path.  As  a  result,  any 
measurement  of  dynamics  lefieienced  to  oodqnt  omtrcri  force  must  account  for  the  lags  introduced 
by  the  fieel  tystem. 

The  (tynamics  of  the  tested  configurations  were  dmracterimd  in  terms  of  their  pitch  and  roll 
attitude  Bandwidth  parameteis  (Ret  10),  Le.,  Bandwidth  frequent  a>BW  and  phase  del^  rp.  Each 
of  the  time-delay  scniroes  in  the  VMS  fKility  outlined  in  Fig.  2  can  have  a  veiy  large  effect  on  the 
vdues  of  these  parameters.  For  ground-based  simulation,  it  is  imcessaiy  to  properiy  account  for  three 
fppniAf  reqxmse  elemen**,  the  math  model,  the  risual  scene,  and  the  motion  system,  since  the  pilot 
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is,  to  some  extent,  aware  of  and  operating  in  response  to  all  of  them.  In  the  case  of  the  VMS  it  is 
posuble  for  the  Bandwidths  of  these  three  responses  to  be  quite  different  for  the  same  configuratioa 
An  example  of  this  is  shown  in  Hgs.  4  and  5. 

The  frequent-response  plot  of  Fig.  4  illustrates  the  dramatic  effects  of  cascading  the  individual 
elements  of  the  simulation  onto  the  ideal  math  model  The  model  (shown  as  solid  lines  in  Fig.  4)  is 
the  high-Bandwidth  Rate  system  (Table  2);  p^  represents  the  model  response  to  measured  control 
position  (Le.,  after  the  A/D  and  D/D  interfaces  in  Fig.  2).  As  expected,  in  the  absence  of  time  delays 
this  ideal  ^tem  exhibits  a  Bandwidth  frequency  of  ^  ~Lp  -  4  rad/sec,  and  phase  delay  Tp^ 

«0. 

The  response  of  the  compensated  visual  display  (py/Fu)  in  Fig.  4  is  referenced  to  cockpit 
control  force  inputs,  therein  introducing  two  <klay-inducing  elements  at  once:  the  10-msec 
measurement  deUy  for  the  A/D  and  D/D  (Rg.  2),  and  the  second-order  lag  at  11.4  rad/sec  resulting 
from  the  fed  system  filtering.  The  feel  qstem  has  the  most  profound  effect  on  this  response; 
Bandwidth  frequency  is  reduced  from  4  rad/sec  to  2.77  rad^ec,  and  phase  delay  from  0  sec  to 
0l142  sec  Ttiming  the  visual  compensation  filt^  off  does  not  affect  the  magnitude  curve  (since, 
again,  we  are  assuming  this  filter  is  effective^  a  pure  time  del^),  but  there  is  further  phase  lag,  with 
^BW^  *  2.07  rad/sec  and  rp^  «  0.151  sec. 

The  actual  response  of  the  VMS  cab  (pm/Fas  io  Fig.  4)  is  quite  different  from  the  model  and 
visual  responses.  The  combiiution  of  washout  filter  (from  Table  3)  and  effective  time  delay  of  90 
msec  contributes  low-frequency  phase  lead  and  high-frequency  phase  lag.  The  low-frequen^  lead 
introduced  by  the  motion  washouts  serves  to  inoease  the  Bandwidth  frequencies,  with  ~  3-^1 

radAec  for  Baseline  and  2.58  rad/wc  for  Modified,  but  the  motion-system  lags  increase  phase  delay 
to  Tp^  »  0.176  sec  and  0.163  sec,  respective^. 

Hgure  4  serves  to  illustrate  several  interesting  elements  of  the  simulation.  First,  it  shows  the 
significant  effect  of  the  cockpit  force-feel  dynamics.  Second,  it  shows  the  beneficial  effect  of  the 
visual  compensation  filter,  since  the  phase  curve  of  the  compensated  response  is  closer  to  ideal  to 
hitler  frequencies  (until  the  stick  fed  ^tem  dynamks  swamp  the  response).  Third,  the  phase 
datortkms  aixl  gain  reductions  introduced  by  both  the  Baseline  and  Modified  washouts  are  evident, 
as  the  responses  of  the  ideal  math  model  and  cab  roll  motion  are  m  friiase  for  effectively  only  a  single 
frequency.  In  addition.  Fig.  4  shows  that  in  terms  of  visual-motion  ^nchronization,  the  jfflpompen- 
sated  visual  response  actually  corresponds  most  doseiy  to  the  motion  response,  especially  at  high 
frequencies.  An  important  but  subtle  distinction  should  also  be  made  about  the  effective  "Response- 
Type”  duracteristics  of  the  cab  (ReL  10):  the  fundamoital  nature  of  the  attitude  response  of  the 
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afr  n  as 


Frequency  (rad<^ec> 


Figure  4.  Frequency-Response  Comparisons  of  Roll  Rate  to  Control  Input 
for  Hi^Bandwidth  Rate  Re^nse-Type  (Inputs  are  Measured  Control 
Position,  6,  and  Cockpit  (^ntrol  Fbrce,  F|,;  Outputs  axe  Roll 
Rate  for  Model,  p,  Visual  Displqr,  Py,  and  Motion,  Pg^ 
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Figure  S.  Migration  of  Bandwidth  Parameten  as  Sddc  Force/Deflection, 

\%ual,  and  Motion  Efiects  are  Introduced 

nmuhtor  if  altered  fiom  that  6[  the  model  such  that,  udiile  the  aircraft  is  a  Rate  Response-Type,  the 
simulate  is  not,  due  to  the  washout 

Tlie  significance  of  the  Bandwidth  differences  toi  ud»t  is,  effectivefy,  a  single  configuration  in 
Rg.  4,  is  fllustrated  by  Hg.  5.  This  figure  shows  the  ten  possible  measurements  of  the  Bandwidth 
parametos  to  describe  the  responses  of  Rg.  4.  The  parameters  for  the  ideal  model  are  the  most 
straigjhtfinward,  especially  for  positkm-referenced  values  of  measured  roll  rate  to  measured  stick 
deflection  (p^  The  visual-display  Bandwidth,  with  compensation  on,  is  referenced  back  to  cockpit 

■  oootiol  iiqmts,  ukI  hence  reflects  10  msec  of  time  delqr;  with  compensation  removed  dm 

\ 

Bandwidth  drops  to  about  2J5  nihec  and  |diase  delay  increases  to  0.07  sec.  The  phase  delays  for 
aotioo  are  about  equal  to  those  for  the  uncompensated  visual  display,  but  with  increased  Bandwidths 
due  to  the  washouts.  Addition  of  the  stick  force  feel  dynamics  gieatfy  increases  vp^  and  decreases 

«BW^‘ 

Based  on  Rg.  5,  it  is  reastmable  to  ask:  vdtich  is  the  correct  Bandwidth?  Should  Bandwidth  be 
referenced  to  control  position,  or  control  force,  or  both?  ADS-33C  (Ret  10)  states  that  Tt  is 
deiirride  to  meet  the  [Baixlwidth]  requirement  fw  both  controller  force  and  position  inputs.”  The 
issue  of  force-  vs.  positioo-sensiiig  and  bow  to  treat  the  dynamics  of  the  feel  ^tem  has  been 
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investigated  at  length  (e.g.,  Re£s.  IS,  16,  and  17),  and  there  are  data  to  support  both  sides.  These 
data,  along  with  experiences  with  current  helicopter  force-feel  systems,  suggest  that  the  stick  dynamics 
are  not  important  as  long  as  the  force/deflection  relationship  is  low  or,  equivalently,  if  the  effective 
stick  mass  is  low.  A  more  recent  anafysis  of  all  of  the  feel-^tem  data  (Ref.  18)  concludes  that  the 
conservative  approach  is  it  is  always  better  to  reference  dynamics  measurements  to  control  force, 
rather  than  position.  Based  on  this,  all  analysis  in  this  report  uses  force-referenced  Bandwidth 
parameters,  unless  otherwise  stated.  The  next  question  is  —  the  Bandwidth  of  the  visual  response, 
or  the  motion  response?  This  is  not  as  easy  to  answer;  it  may  be  assumed,  however,  that  the  pUot’s 
primary  reference  for  continuous,  closed-loop  control  is  visual  stimuli,  with  motion  used  to  augment 
the  vBual  information.  Therefore  the  primary  Bandwidth  reference  in  this  report  is  for  stick-force-to- 
visual-response, 

Table  4  lists  the  matrix  of  configurations  tested,  including  Response-Type  and  Bandwidth  (Lo 
«  Low-Bandwidth  Rate,  Hi  «  High-Bandwidth  Rate,  Table  2),  amount  of  added  time  delay 
(in  msec),  vdiether  the  visual  compensation  filter  was  on  or  o£^  and  if  the  evaluations  were  fixed-base. 
"Baseline”  and  *Mod.  Motion*  configurations  refer  to  the  motion  washout  filters  (Table  3).  The 
Bandwidths  and  phase  delays  of  the  configurations  are  listed  in  Table  4  for  model,  visual,  and  motion 
responses  to  coclq)it  control  position  and  control  force  inputs.  Bandwidths  and  Phase  Delays  of  the 
visual  pitch  and  roll  attitude  responses  (control  fence  referenced)  for  the  configurations  that  were 
evaluated  moving-base  are  compared  with  the  requirements  of  ADS-33C  (Paragraph  332.1)  in  Figs.  6 
and  7.  (Th^  are  shown  in  comparison  with  both  the  UCE  «  ]  and  UCE  >  1  requirements,  since 
there  is  evidence  that  the  UCE  of  the  VMS  m^  be  worse  than  one,  e.g..  Ref.  13). 
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•  (Lew  tu  FI)  Rett  (Lo) 


cJewg  (rad/sec) 


t^AU  Other  MTEs  •  UCE  -  /  and  Fully  b)  AH  Other  MTEs  -  «  1  and  Putty 

Attended  Operations  (phch)  Attended  Operations  (roll) 


^BWg* 
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Hgure  6.  Comparison  of  ^^ual  Bandwklths  of  Moving-Base  Rate  Response-Type 
Configurations  with  Requirements  of  ADS-33C  (Control  Force  Referenced) 
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Figure  7.  Comparison  of  Visual  Bandwidths  of  Moving-Base  ACAH  Response-Type 
Configurations  with  Requirements  of  ADS-33C  (Cratrol  Force  Referenced) 
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SECTION  m 


ANALYSIS  OF  RESULTS 


A.  DATA  TAKEN 

Three  types  of  qualitative  pilot  opinion  data  were  taken:  Cooper-Harper  Handling  Qualities 
Ratings  (HQRs,  Ret  19  and  Hg.  8);  Visual  Cue  Ratings  (VCRs,  Ret  10  and  Fig.  9),  for 
determination  of  the  Usable  Cue  Environment  (UCE,  Fig.  10);  and  recorded  pilot  comments.  Since 
the  VCRs  were  taken  in  a  simulated  environment,  as  opposed  to  actual  flight  (as  required  by  ADS- 
33C),  the  resulting  UCE  does  no*  correspond  to  the  precise  definitions  of  ADS-33C  The  concept 
of  a  "Simulated  Di^  UCE,”  or  SimDUCE,  is  introduced  in  the  next  subsection  to  describe  this  UCE. 
A  summary  of  HQRs  and  VCRs  is  included  in  Appendix  D,  and  transcribed  pilot  comments  are  given 
in  ^pendix  E. 

Quantitative  documentation  consisted  of  frequent-response  measurements  of  the  primary 
configurations.  These  measurements  were  conducted  in  three  forms:  1)  perturbations  of  the 
simulation  with  Gaussian  noise.  The  responses  of  all  elements  of  the  simulator  were  then  analyzed 
on-line  to  generate  frequency-response  (Bode)  plots  of  the  visual,  math  model,  and  motion  systems. 
Inputs  for  this  analysis  were  applied  in  the  computer  software  and  hence  were  entirety  open-loop. 
2)  Pilot-generated  frequency  sweeps.  The  responses  generated  were  anatyzed  off-line  after  the 
simulation  with  Fast-Fourier  Transform  (FFT)  software  (e.g..  Ref.  20)  to  independently  verify  the  on¬ 
line  results.  3)  Six-axis  frequent  evaluation  (SAFE,  Ref  21)  of  the  motion  system.  SAFE  applies 
a  sum-of-sines  signal  to  the  motion  system  and  measures  the  frequency  response  of  the  cab  only, 
downstream  of  the  washout  logic  (point  C  on  Rg.  2).  Hence  the  results  of  the  SAFE  runs  provide 
an  imtependent,  though  only  partial,  check  of  both  the  Gaussian-noise  and  frequency-sweep  results. 
The  pertinent  results  of  all  three  measurement  techn^ues  are  documented  in  Appendix  A  of  this 
report 

B.  CHARACIERIZATION  OF  THE  SIMULATED  VISUAL  ENVIRONMENT 

L  Vbual  Cm  Ratings  and  Simulated  Day  Usable  Cm  Eavironment  (SimDUCE) 

ADS-33C  (Ref  10)  applies  the  concept  of  the  Usable  Cue  Environment  (UCE)  as  a  method 
Cor  evaluatiiig  the  effectiveness  of  codqnt  displi^s  and  vision  aids  for  stabilization  and  control  in 
of  Degraded  \%ual  Envirrammits  (DVE).  The  evaluation  of  the  UCE  must  be  made  in 
in  a  Imlicopter  with  a  Rate  Response-Type  that  possesses  proven  Level  1  handling  qualities 
(aven^  HQR  of  better  than  3S  from  three  pilots)  in  good  visual  condition.  Tasks  to  be  flown 
oi  precision  hover,  vertical  landing,  pirouette,  accelerationAleceleration  (dash/quickstop). 
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DEFINITIONS  OF  CUES 

X  >  Pitch  or  roil  attitude  and  laterai.  iongltudinai, 
or  vertical  translational  rate. 

QoodXCues:  Can  make  aggressive  and  precise  X  corrections  with 
confidence  and  precision  is  good. 

Fair  X  Cues;  Can  make  flmited  X  correcttons  with  confidence 
and  precision  is  only  fair. 

Poor  X  Cues:  Only  small  and  gentle  corrections  in  X  are  possible, 
and  consistent  precision  is  not  attainable. 

Figure  9.  \%ual  Cue  Rating  (VCR)  Scale  (From  Ret  10) 


Attitude  VCR 


Figure  10.  De&nition  of  Usable  Cue  Environments  (From  Ret  10) 
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sidestep,  and  bobupA>obdown.  The  tasks  and  desired-perfonnance  limits  are  defined  in  ADS-33C. 
Because  such  operations  are  assumed  to  be  in  a  Degraded  Visual  Environment,  the  performance 
limits  for  these  tasks  are  relaxed  from  those  for  operation  in  good  visual  conditions.  In  the  case  of 
rating  the  VCRs  in  the  simulator,  however,  the  interest  is  not  in  determining  the  effectiveness  of  the 
cockpit  displays,  but  of  the  out-the-window  environment  Therefore,  for  application  to  assessing  the 
visual  cue  environment  in  the  simulator,  with  simulated  day  visual  cues,  the  same  methodology  is 
applied  but  the  task  performance  standards  are  those  for  day.  This  simulated,  day,  UCE  is  termed 
SimDUCE. 

Four  of  the  evaluation  pilots  —  Pilots  D,  G,  S,  and  T  —  flew  the  fuU  test  matrix  with  the 
baseline  motion  system  and  high-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type.  The  overall  average  HQR  from 
the  pilots  for  aU  of  the  tasks  was  3  Several  of  the  tasks  were  modified  slightly  fi-om  the  ADS-33C 
definitions,  in  most  cases  adapting  performance  standards  to  those  that  could  be  easDy  judged  the 
pilots  based  on  outside  references.  In  addition,  because  of  the  known  limitations  in  attempting  to 
perform  a  precision  landing  in  the  simulator,  a  vertical  translation  task  was  substituted  for  the  vertical 
landing  (see  descriptions  in  ^pendbc  Q. 

The  pilots  assigned  VCRs  for  attitude,  horizontal  translational  rate,  and  vertical  translational 
rate,  using  the  scale  in  Hg.  9.  .^plication  of  the  VCRs  requires  the  worst  of  the  translational  rate 
VCRs.  Table  S  lists  the  VCRs  firom  the  four  pflots.  There  is  an  obvious  disparity  between  pilots  in 
their  assessment  of  the  visual  cues:  generalty,  Pflots  D  and  S  assigned  VCRs  of  3  to  4,  indicating  a 
degraded  cue  environment  (Fig.  9),  i^e  Pilot  G,  with  onty  one  exception,  assigned  a  VCR  of  1,  and 
Pilot  T,  with  two  exceptions,  assigned  a  VCR  of  1.5.  Informal  discussions  with  Pflots  G  and  T  during 
tte  simulation  indicated  that  these  pflots  seemed  to  be  property  applying  the  concept  of  the  VCR 
scale,  but  both  felt  that  th^  could  be  quite  aggressive  and  precise  using  onty  the  outside  visual  scene. 
Pilots  D  and  S,  by  contrast,  indicated  in  their  commentary  that  th^  felt  a  need  to  be  somewhat  less 
aggressive.  Average  VCRs  are  included  in  Table  5  for  all  four  pilots,  and  with  Pilot  G’s  ratings 
excluded.  The  overall  average  VCRs  are  around  2  to  3  in  all  axes,  with  correspondingly  high  standard 
deviaticHis.  ADS-33C  requires  the  standard  deviation  between  pilots  to  be  0.75  or  less  for  definitfon 
ai  the  UCE;  otherwise,  either  more  pilots  are  to  be  used,  or  the  UCE  is  to  be  assigned  by  the 
procuring  activity.  In  onty  one  case  (the  accel/decel  with  Pilot  G  exduded)  are  the  standard 
deviations  less  th«n  0.75  for  both  attitude  and  translational  rate  VCRs.  Since  the  focus  of  this 
simulation  was  not  specifically  on  the  assessment  of  SimDUCE,  rx>  further  attempts  were  made  to 
investipte  this  inter-pilot  variatiotL 

Rgure  11  is  a  crossplot  of  the  attitude  VCR  and  worst  (higher  numerically)  of  the  horizontal 
and  vertical  trarulation  VCRs  for  the  four  pilots.  Noted  beside  each  point  is  the  associated  HQR. 
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TABLE  S.  VISUAL  CUE  RATINGS  (BASELINE  MOTION, 
HIGH-BANDWIDTH  RATE  RESPONSE-TYPE) 


Pilois  D,S,T  only 
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Deviation 

0.85 

0.85 

0.71 

1.18 

0.85 

1.03 

0.62 

0.62 

1.03 

0.82 

0.85 

0.82 

Average  VCR 
(each  pilot) 

2.33 

2.67 

2.50 

3.17 

2.67 

2.67 

117 

3.17 

2.83 

3.00 

2.33 

150 

2.47 

186 
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s 
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0.94 

1.03 

0.89 

1.39 

1.03 

1.15 

0.74 

1.06 

1.19 

0.83 

0.94 

0.96 
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Based  solefy  on  the  overaU  average  VCRs  in  Table  5,  the  SimDUCE  for  the  VMS  with  the  DIG  was 
a  marginal  SimDUCE  «  1  (based  on  all  pQots)  or  2  (based  on  Pilots  D,  S,  and  T  only). 

Limited  support  for  the  designation  of  the  simulation  setup  as  SimDUCE  =  2  comes  from  the 
VCRs  assigned  by  Pilots  M  and  Me  (see  i^pendix  C),  who  flew  only  a  portion  of  the  task  matrix. 
These  two  pilots,  both  Army  pilots  from  the  Airworthiness  Qualification  Test  Directorate  (formerly 
Army  Engineering  Flight  Activity),  Edwards  AFB,  CA,  generally  agreed  in  their  assessment  of  the 
visual  cues,  assigning  attitude  VCRs  of  2.75  to  4  and  translational  rate  VCRs  of  2.5  to  4  —  Le.,  solidly 
in  the  SimDUCE  «  2  r^on. 

2.  \^siial  Acnity 

While  the  determination  of  SimDUCE  quantifies  the  pilots’  assessment  of  their  visual  cueing 
environment,  several  other  factors  contribute  to  this  environment  Principal  among  these  is  the  ability 
to  detect  small  changes  in  texture,  Le.,  visual  acuity.  Tests  of  visual  acuity  for  the  DIG  were 
conducted  for  a  simulation  stucty  of  degraded  visual  conditions  (ReL  13).  A  three-bar  resolution  chart 
was  programmed  into  the  DIG  visual  image  (Fig.  12)  and  the  cockpit  was  moved  to  various  locations 
relative  to  this  chart  for  both  clear  and  foggy  conditions  (RVR  s  250  ft).  The  pilots’  ability  to 
distinguish  the  lines  on  this  chart  correspond  to  visual  acuity,  measured  in  terms  of  arcminutes/line 
or  cydes/mrad.  Figure  13  shows  the  results  of  these  tests.  As  a  point  of  reference,  one  areminute 
is  normal  20/20  vision.  For  the  dear  (RVR  s  unlimited)  conditions,  corresponding  to  the  current 
simulation,  the  visual  acuity  was  about  5  to  6  arcminutes/line.  Reference  13  discusses  testmg  in 
Germany  to  establish  acuity  requirements  for  operations  with  various  night  vision  goggles,  for  which 
minimum  acuity  of  about  0.4  cydesAntad  or  4J  areminutesAine  was  proposed.  Thus  the  ability  to 
resolve  microtexture  on  the  DIG  was  worse  than  a  proposed  minimum  for  operations  with  NVGs. 

3.  Fidd-of-Vkw  Limitations 

Of  secondary  importance  to  the  determination  of  the  SimDUCE  is  the  limited  field  of  view 
l»ovided  by  the  VMS  cab.  The  cab  used  for  the  simulation  (FCAB)  provides  only  a  fraction  of  that 
given  in  flight  by  a  typical  modem  helicopter  (Figs.  14  and  15).  This  is  certainly  a  mitipting  factor 
in  the  more  aggressive  maneuvers,  especially  the  sidestep,  ahere  sideward  visibility  is  quite  limited 
(Fig.  15).  Fli^t  testing  has  shown,  however,  that  field-of-view  limitations  are  secondary  in 
importance  to  lade  of  acuity  in  the  pilot’s  ability  to  perform  tasks  (e.g..  Ref.  22). 
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Bgure  13.  ResolutioD  Results  firom  the  VMS  Singer-Link  DIG  I  (From  ReL  13) 
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Figure  14.  FCAB  Display  Plot  (From  Ret  13) 


FfgiirelS.  Visual  SoeM  as  Viewed  Crcm  tile  FCAB  Cbckph  (From  ReL  r 
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C  EFFECTS  OF  TASK  AND  MOTION 


1.  EnectofTask 

Figure  16  is  a  plot  of  the  HQRs  for  the  seven  tasks  both  Gxed-  and  moving-base  for  the  baseline 
aircraft  model  (high-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type,  visual  compensation  on).  Average  HQRs  are 
dqticted  by  solid  symbols  that  are  connected  by  a  solid  line  for  clarity.  Generally,  the  easiest  tasks 
(in  terms  of  best  HQR)  were  the  hover,  bobup/bobdown,  and  dasb/quickstop.  Since  no  turbulence, 
gusts,  or  winds  were  simulated,  the  one-minute  precision  hover  was  low-workload  as  long  as  the  pQot 
was  leasonabty  well  stabilized  before  starting  the  formal  maneuver.  Pilot  comments  indicated  that 
the  bobup/bobdown  was  relatively  easy  because  of  the  decoupled  helicopter  model,  making  this 
almost  entirely  a  single-axis  task,  v^ile  the  dash/qukkstop  was  rated  well  because  of  the  ample 
forward  field-of-view  for  initiating  and  stopping  the  maneuver.  By  contrast,  the  vertical  translation, 
pirouette,  and  slalom  maneuvers  were  inherent^  multi-axis  and  thus  tended  to  receive  higher  HQRs, 
udille  pilot  comments  indicate  that  the  high  ratings  for  the  sidestep  maneuver  are  due  primarify  to 
the  lack  of  a  sideward  field-of-view  for  adequate^  detmmining  the  endpoints  of  the  maneuver. 

2.  Effect  M  Motkm  vs.  Fixed  Base 

The  benefits  of  motion  are  evident  in  Hg.  16:  for  every  task,  the  average  HQRs  degrade  by 
about  (me  rating  point  vdien  motion  is  removed.  It  is  especially  significant  to  note  that  motion  is 
required  to  obtain  Level  1  average  HQRs  for  the  baseline  aircraft,  vdiich  was  designed  to  be  Level 
1  by  the  requirements  of  ADS-33C  Only  the  vertical  translation  and  sidestep  maneuvers  have 
average  HQRs  worse  than  3.5  moving-base,  white  none  of  the  tasks  received  an  average  HQR  better 
than  3B  fixed-base. 

3.  Besdtec  vs.  Modified  Motkm  Washoots 

CompariKm  oi  the  HQRs  for  the  Baseline  set  oi  motion  washouts  and  gains  and  the  Modified 
set  in  ^  16  shows  a  general  trend  for  slight^  improved  ratings  with  the  Modified  set  There  are 
caeqitions,  however,  as  the  average  ratings  for  the  bobup/bobdown  and  sidestep  tasks  are  sli^tfy 
worse.  The  slight  imfnovemaits  for  the  other  tasks  niggest  that  the  pilols  were  either  aware  of  the 
more  consistent  motions  provided  by  the  Modified  set,  or,  conversehr,  that  the  rapid  washouts  of  the 
set  mitigated  the  beneficial  effect  of  the  increased  initial  accelerations  provided  by  the 
higher  gains.  It  is  likehr  that  the  answer  is  a  blend  of  the  two,  supported  by  the  degraded  ratings  for 
the  bobiqj/bobdown  (vdime  initiii  accelerations  are  an  important  cue  to  the  pQot)  and  the  sidestep 
(where  the  Modified  motion  washouts  overdrove  the  vertical  axis  m  response  to  lateral  commands). 
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Figufe  16.  Effects  Task  and  Motkm  on  HQRs*  (Baseline  Aircraft: 
Hi^-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type,  Visua]  Compensation  On) 
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The  hover,  vertical  translation,  and  pirouette  are  classified  as  precision  tasks  in  ADS-33C,  while 
the  bobupAiobdown,  dash/quickstop,  and  sidestep  are  aggressive  tasks.  The  slalom  task  flown  in  this 
Mwiiiliitinn  has  no  direct  counterpart  in  ADS-33C  but  the  pilots  found  that  the  most  difficult  part  of 
the  slalom  was  control  of  airspeed  —  therefore  it  may  be  considered  to  correspond  more  to  a 
precision  task  than  to  an  aggressive  task. 

^  their  nature,  aggressive  tasks  involve  rapid  changes  of  state  —  Le.,  large  initial  accelerations 
—  ccHnpared  to  the  precision  tasks.  Since  the  Baseline  motion  gains  transmitted  more  of  the  initial 
acceleration  onset  cues,  it  might  be  expected  that  this  set  would  be  preferred  for  the  aggressive  tasks, 
and  this  is  the  case  for  the  bobup/bobdown  and  sidestep  (Hg.  16).  By  contrast,  the  Modified  motion 
set  was  H«igiM>H  to  provide  more  accurate  phasing  of  the  motion  and  visual  responses,  at  the  cost 
of  reduced  gain.  Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  thk  system  to  be  preferred  for  those  tasks  that 
involve  continuous  closed-loop  operations,  such  as  the  precision  tasks,  and  this  is  the  case  as  well 

Several  unptntant  factors  must  be  considered  in  comparing  the  HQRs  for  the  two  motion 
g»tn/washout  sets:  first,  the  Modified  set  as  developed  for  this  simulation  was  intended  to  be 
e3q>loratoiy  in  nature,  and  it  did  not  take  advantage  of  all  axes  (see  description  in  Section  II);  and 
second,  since  the  basic  aircraft  was  good  to  begin  with,  small  changes  in  average  HQR  may  or  may 
not  be  significant  Further  testing  is  required,  especially  to  determine  the  possible  effects  of  motion 
washouts  when  the  handling  qualities  are  degraded  to  begin  with,  Le.,  for  a  Level  2  or  3  helicopter. 

The  Modified-motion  evaluations  were  performed  by  three  pilots.  Pilots  G,  S,  and  T.  In  their 
commentary  (transcribed  in  Appendix  E),  Pilots  G  and  T  erqriessed  a  slight  preference  for  the 
Modified  set,  while  Pilot  S  preferred  the  Baseline  gains  and  washouts.  Pilot  G,  a  highly  experienced 
fimner  NASA  test  pilot  with  many  hundreds  of  hours  in  the  VMS,  G  did  not  indicate  any 
dissatisfaction  with  the  Baseline  set.  He  was  able  to  discem  the  differences  between  the  two  gain 
sets: 


I  sense  from  n^  initial  evaluation  [of  the  iiKxlified  washouts],  as  well  as  going  through  these 
fiormal  evaluation  tasks,  that  you  have  washed  out  some  of  the  motion....  I  like  it  This  is 
fine.  1  thought  the  motion  system  gave  me  good  cueing  compared  to  the  other  one 
[Basdine]. 

By  contrast.  Pilot  T  fouixl  the  Baseline  washouts  and  gains  to  be  inadequate  expressing  a  preference 
for  the  Modified  set: 

There's  a  sli^t  very  subtle  increase  in  the  value  of  the  motion  system.  There's  something 
about  it  that  is  just  a  littte  Mt  better  for  me...  It’s  either  the  feel  on  the  seat  of  the  pants 
or  the  oorrdation  between  motion  and  the  ^e,  it's  hard  to  telL.  I  think  the  motion  cues 
are  just  a  tii^  Ut  better  on  this  qrstem. 
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PUot  S’s  comments  on  the  Baseline  and  Modified  washouts  are  similar  for  most  tasks.  Pilot  S  had 
a  tenden^,  however,  to  occasionally  reach  software  motion  trips  with  the  Modified  set,  especially  for 
the  sidestep  task,  and  his  commentaiy  indicates  a  strong  negative  reaction  to  this. 

This  difference  in  individual  assessments  of  the  motion  characteristics  illustrates  the  strong  effect 
of  piloting  style  and,  possibly,  pilot  sensitivity  to  motion;  Pilot  S  commented  during  several  runs  with 
the  Modified  washouts  that  he  could  feel  unusual  motion  responses  that  did  not  correlate  with  the 
visual  Yet  the  comments  from  Pilots  G  and  T  suggest  that  the  Modified  washouts  improved  their 
assessments  of  the  visual/motion  synchronization.  It  is  possible  that  the  frequent  trips  of  motion 
software  limits  by  PUot  S  resulted  in  his  feeling  more  uncorrelated  residual  motion  responses,  as  the 
motion  both  contacted  the  soft  limits  and  moved  away  from  these  limits.  PUots  G  and  T  may  have 
either  hit  the  limits  fewer  times,  or  been  less  sensitive  to  the  resulting  motions.  Given  more 
simulation  time,  it  would  have  been  possible  to  adjust  the  modified  washouts  slightly  to  accommodate 
Pilot  S,  and  re-evaluate  this  new  set  PUot  S's  HQRs,  however,  do  not  show  any  consistent 
degradation  for  the  modified  washouts;  his  ratings  either  improved  or  remained  constant  for  the 
modified  set  when  compared  to  the  Baseline  (IHg.  16),  with  the  exception  of  the  vertical  translation 
and  sidestep  tasks. 

D.  EFFECTS  OF  VISUAL  VS.  MODEL  DELAY 

The  effects  of  the  location  of  added  time  del^  were  investigated  by  turning  the  visual 
compensation  filter  on  and  off.  Since  the  filter  provides  an  effective  833  msec  of  lead  (see 
Section  II)  to  compensate  for  the  generation  of  visual  images  by  the  DIG,  removing  this  filter  is 
equivalent  to  introducing  833  msec  of  time  delay  in  the  visual  path  only,  Le.,  the  model  and  motion 
^tem  responses  are  unchanged.  By  comparison,  an  80-msec  pure  delay  can  be  introduced  in  the 
time-del^  circuit  in  the  model  software  that  affects  the  entire  simulation  —  model  motion,  and 
visual  Several  evaluations  were  made  with  both  of  these  sources  of  time  delay. 

figure  17  shows  individual  and  average  HQRs  for  the  seven  tasks  for  the  no-deU^  case  (Le., 
visual  compensation  on,  no  added  delays.  Configuration  B  in  Table  4),  for  visual-only  delay 
(compensatkm  ofl^  Configuration  A),  and  for  total  model  del^  (80-msec  delay.  Configuration  N). 
The  Baseline  motion  washouts  and  gains  were  used  with  the  hi^-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type. 
For  the  four  tasks  where  both  types  of  delay  were  evaluated,  there  is  a  slight  degradation  in  average 
HQRs  for  either  source  of  dekty.  l^th  the  exception  of  the  slalom  task,  the  degradation  is  less  vdien 
the  delay  is  in  the  visual  path  onty.  The  spread  in  HQRs  for  the  slalom  with  visual  delay  indicates 
large  scatter  two  pilots  rated  this  better  than  with  the  compensation  filter  on  (HQRs  of  3  and  3 
compensation  off,  and  4  and  4  compensation  on),  vdiile  the  third  gave  the  visual-delay  case  an  HQR 
of  7. 


34 


Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay 


B)  Hovbt  b)  VerticaJ  Translatiwt  c)  Pirouette 


Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay  Delay 
d)  Slalom  eJBobap  9  Desh/Oulckstop 


Delay  Delay  Delay 
afSklBStap 

Figure  17.  Effects  on  HQR  of  Introducing  Approxiniately  80  msec  of  Time  Delay  in 
the  Visual  Scene  Alone  (Visual  Del^),  and  in  the  Total  Simulation  Model 
^odel  Delay).  Baseline  Motions,  High-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type 
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iMgure  17  includes  HQRs  from  all  pilots,  even  though  only  one  of  the  seven  flew  all  three  of 
the  time-delay  variations.  In  terms  of  the  added-delay  evaluations,  Pilots  M,  Me,  and  S  flew  the 
visual-only  case;  two  (Pilots  M  and  Me)  generally  preferred  the  visual-delay  case  over  the  no-delay 
case,  while  the  third  (Pilot  S)  was  just  the  opposite. 

Comments  by  Pilot  S  for  the  visual-delay  Configuration  A  deal  almost  exclusively  v^th  motion 
problems,  rather  than  visual  Since  the  Baseline  motion  washouts  were  used,  and  since  Pilot  S 
preferred  this  motion  (as  discussed  above),  it  is  assumed  that  the  adverse  comments  about  motion 
for  these  evaluations  reflect  the  change  in  the  motion/visual  relationship.  Summariang  comments 
from  Pilot  S: 

[Vertical  Translation:]  The  first  thing  I'll  make  a  comment  on  is  that  the  aircraft  is  still 
wallowing  around  There’s  some  residual  motion.  It’s  like  there’s  too  much  motion  for  the 
small  corrections  I’m  seeing....  [Slalom:]  The  motion,  again,  seemed  to  be  high.  I  hit  the 
software  limit,  which  is  just  devastating  when  you  hit  it...  [Sidestep:]  When  I  start  the 
input,  I  feel  r^  subtle  motion.  On  the  arrestment,  it  seems  like  it’s  exaggerated,  as  if  the 

input  was  delayed _  [Comment  card:]  Compare  this  motion  system  with  the  other  systems 

flown  in  this  experiment?  This  is  probably  getting  close  to  the  worst  one  Fve  flown.  It’s 
especially  showing  up  in  the  lateral  Some  of  the  others  were  much  more  precise,  crisp  and 
pi^ctable.  This  one  was  lacking  in  most  of  those  characteristics.  Did  the  motion  and 
visual  cues  seem  consistent?  There  were  times  when  they  did  not  It  seemed  like, 
espraally  in  the  [vertical  translation]  task,  that  our  sense  of  motion  was  perceived  as  being 
vertical  motion,  and  not  seeing  anyt^g  in  the  visual  except  maybe  a  slight  roll  oscillation. 

It  did  not  appear  to  be  consistent...  Was  there  any  feeling  of  discomfort  nausea, 
disorientation  or  illness  during  the  task?  There  was  a  little  discomfort  when  I  was  getting 
what  I  perceived  as  motion  cues  in  the  [vertical  translation]  task  that  didn’t  agree  with  the 
visual,  but  it  wasn’t  very  strong. 

Pilots  M  and  Me  were  Army  test  pilots  from  the  Airworthiness  Qualification  Test  Directorate 
(formerly  AEFA)  at  Edwards  AFB,  with  relatively  little  exposure  to  ground-base  simulation.  These 
pflots  generally  preferred  the  visual-delay  case  over  the  no-del:^  case  because  of  the  reduction  in 
crispness  of  the  response.  For  PUot  M, 

[Configuration  A]  was  the  least  as  far  as  the  crispness  goes....  There  were  three  different 
^  motion  system  I  flew.  The  second  one  was  kind  of  a  little  bit  on  the  jerl^  side,  and  I  had 
a  tenden^  to  PIO  so  comparing  that  one  with  other  ones,  it  was  just  a  little  bit  more 
difficult  This  last  one  is  more  in  tune....  It  was  easier  to  control 

Pilot  Me  did  not  specifically  comment  on  the  visual  response;  instead,  his  comments  for  each  task 
show  a  consistent  difference  between  the  no-delay  case  and  the  visual-delay  case.  For  example,  with 
no  deh^,  for  the  hover  The  problem  is  continuous  small  corrections  in  the  lateral  and  longitudinal 
^clic  required  to  maintain  your  position.  I’d  say  one  or  two  in  both  directions  eveiy  second  to  keep 
the  cone  from  wandering  a  lot  [HQR  4];”  with  visual  delay,  "it  almost  hovers  by  itself.  You  only  have 
to  compensate  for  drift  once  every  five  or  six  seconds  as  far  as  fore/aft  drift  [HQR  3].*  For  the 
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vertical  translation  with  no  delay,  "It  seems  like  it*s  very  difficult  to  detect  and  maintain  your  position 
vidien  you’re  moving  up  and  down  [HQR  4],*  and  with  visual  delay,  "I  got  oEf  slightly  at  the  bottom 
because  1  started  concentrating  too  hard  on  the  cone,  but  it  was  no  problem  as  far  as  noticing  that 
I  was  getting  off."  Pilot  Me  also  made  a  general  comment  following  the  vertical  translation  that  The 
motion  and  the  visual  system  seem  to  be  more  in  line  with  each  other  than  before.  The  aircraft 
seems  to  be  more  damped,  that  seems  to  be  a  good  word  for  it* 

There  was  also  a  difference  of  opinion  when  the  time  delay  was  located  in  the  model,  thus 
producing  a  uniform  80-msec  delay.  Of  the  two  pilots  who  flew  this  case.  Pilot  D  generally  showed 
indifference  to  the  added  delay  —  L‘<s  HQRs  improved  for  some  tasks  and  degraded  for  others 
(Fig.  17).  For  Pilot  Me,  however,  there  was  a  degradation  in  HQR  with  time  delay  for  all  but  the 
hover  task,  where  the  same  rating  was  assigned  for  both  the  no-delay  and  the  model-delay  cases. 
Pilot  Me  flew  this  configuration  immediately  after  the  visual-delay  case,  and  his  ove.all  comments 
reflected  his  opinion  of  both: 

[l^th  visual  compensation  off]  I  thought  it  vras  crisp,  and  I  could  be  very  precise  on  what 
1  wanted  it  to  da  The  second  one  [80-msec  model  delay]  didn’t  seem  to  be  as  stable.... 

It  wasn’t  as  crisp,  but  it  wasn’t  sluggish _ The  [visual-delay  case]...,  overall,  felt  more  like 

f^g  than  any  of  the  others....  The  motion  and  visual  cues  seemed  to  be  the  most 
consistent  between  my  inputs,  and  the  aircraft  response,  and  what  happened  on  the  outside, 
using  visual  reference  cues  to  attitude... 


Significantly,  Pilot  Me  vras  able  to  discern  the  small  added  time  delay  in  the  model:  T  thought 
that  there  was  kind  of  a  delay...  in  the  visual  response  in  this  last  simulation.  I  don’t  know  vdiy  I  get 
that  impression,  but  I’d  make  small  pitch  attitude  dianges,  and  I’d  see  the  texture  of  the  horizon 
diange  well  after  I  made  the  input" 


Based  solely  on  the  HQRs  and  comments  for  Pilot  Me,  there  is  evidence  that  it  is  better  to  *um 
the  visual  compensation  filter  off^  and  that  time  delays  in  the  visual  scene  are  not  equivalent  to  time 
delays  in  the  overall  simulatioiL  There  is  some  rationale  for  this,  since  the  high-frequent^  responses 
of  the  visual  scene  (with  the  compensation  filter  turned  off)  and  the  VMS  cab  motion  are  nearly  in 


]riiase  (Appendix  B),  v^iereas  the  implementation  of  the  visual  filter  actually  increases  the  discordance 


between  visual  and  motion  responses.  On  the  other  hand,  the  HORs  of  Pflot  S  are  exactfy  opposite 
thrw**  of  Pilot  Me,  suggesting  that  the  pilots*  HQRs  were  heavily  influenced  either  by  thdr 
preconceptions  of  bow  the  helicopter  should  fly,  or  by  their  eqrerience  (or  lack  of  experience)  with 
the  flying  the  VMS.  Neither  l^pothesis  can  be  resolved  using  the  data  generated  here,  and  it  is  dear 
that  mote  ^jnmlation  time  will  be  required  to  determine  ai^  concrete,  consistent  differences. 


Sonm  further  information  can  be  obtained  by  looking  at  the  evaluations  of  four  other  sets  of 
time-ddiy  conflguiatkms.  These  configurations  had  a  nominal  time  dday  of  200  msec  —  first 
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through  the  delay  circuit,  producing  a  pure  delay  in  response  to  commands  of  200  msec,  and  then  by 
turning  the  visual  filter  oQ^  introducing  833  msec  of  visual  delay  in  combination  with  120  msec  of 
pure  delay.  Thus,  in  the  latter  case,  the  time  delay  is  a  combination  of  visual  and  model,  and  since 
the  model  delay  occurs  first,  the  overall  visual  delay  is  833  +  120  msec  =  203.3  msec,  while  the  math 
model  and  motion  delays  are  only  120  msec. 

The  HQRs  for  the  four  delay  cases  are  plotted  in  Hg.  18.  As  for  Fig.  17,  the  ratings  are  plotted 
task,  and  the  no-added-delay  (visual  compensation  on)  ratings  are  shown  for  comparison.  Two 
configurations  were  flown  fixed-base  (Figs.  18e,  18f,  and  18g),  where  it  appears  that  the  degradation 
in  HQR  with  deli^  is  slightfy  less  for  the  model-delay  case  than  for  visual-plus-modeL  The  HQRs 
shown  for  the  moving-base  tasks  (Figs.  18a  through  18d)  are  for  two  different  Response-Types:  the 
low-Bandwidth  Rate  system  for  Pilot  T  (triangles)  and  ACAH  for  Pilot  D  (flagged  diamonds).  For 
these,  the  degradation  in  HQRs  is  almost  uniformly  smaller  for  the  visual-plus-model  delay  combina¬ 
tion  than  for  model  delay  alone.  This  is  in  agreement  ^th  the  ratings  of  Pilot  Me  in  Fig.  17,  Le., 
the  net  effect  of  added  time  delay  is  lessened  if  it  causes  the  motion  and  visual  scene  responses  to 
be  more  in  phase. 

It  is  clear  that  much  more  work  must  be  performed  in  this  area  before  any  quantitative 
conclusions  can  be  drawn.  Despite  the  evidence,  it  seems  unreasonable  to  think  that  increasing 
delays  in  any  element  (e.g.,  turning  off  visual  compensation  filters)  is  desirable.  There  is  some 
substantiation  for  this,  however,  from  other  studies  of  pilot  performance  in  the  presence  of  visual  and 
motion  del^  Several  of  these  studies  are  described  in  ^pendix  A. 

E.  EFFECTS  OF  ADDED  TIME  DEIAYS 

In  addition  to  the  visual-vs.-motion  delay  study,  several  values  of  total  delay  were  evaluated 
(Table  4).  These  cases  consisted  of  both  pure  model  delays,  and  combinations  of  model  delay  with 
the  visual  compensation  removed.  Because  of  the  relatively  small  differences  between  the  two 
sources  of  del^  in  the  ratings  of  Hgs.  17  and  18,  for  this  analysis  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  effects 
of  total  model  del^  (Le.,  pure  delay  circuit)  are  identical  to  those  of  model  dday  with  the  visual 
compensation  filter  oflL  For  example,  in  this  subsection  we  win  lump  the  nominal  80-msec-delay 
ratings  of  Eg.  17  together,  regardless  of  the  source,  and  likewise  the  200-msec-delay  ratings  of 
Fig.  1& 

The  HQRs  for  aU  values  of  time  delay,  for  the  high-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type,  are  plotted 
in  Egs.  19  (fixed-base)  and  20  (moving-base).  The  flagged  points  are  those  for  which  833  msec  of 
the  total  ad^  deli^  is  due  to  turning  the  visual  compensation  off.  Both  figures  show  the  expected 
degration  in  HQR  with  added  time  delay,  with  similar  trends  both  fixed-and  moving-base.  The  largest 
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riiffafPnmp  are  in  the  total  pilot  rating  scatter,  which  is  greater  for  the  fixed-base  ratings,  and  the 
generally  po(»er  HQRs  fixed-base.  Both  of  these  trends  have  been  discussed  previously. 

It  is  significant  that  the  degradation  in  HQRs  is  such  that  Level  2  average  ratings  (moving-base) 
result  when  the  total  added  delay  is  only  about  80  msec  (Fig.  20).  This  value  of  delay  corresponds 
almost  exactfy  to  the  point  at  vidiich  the  Bandwidth  of  the  visual  response  to  control  force  inputs 
becomes  Level  2  for  roll  (UCE  «  1),  and  for  pitch  and  roU  (UCE  >  1),  Hgs.  6b  and  6c.  Added 
delay  as  high  as  200  msec  is  still  Level  2,  while  the  lone  case  with  383  msec  of  delay  was  consistent^ 
rated  Level  3  (for  vtdiich  the  pitch  and  roll  Bandwidths  are  Level  2  or  3,  depending  upon  UCE, 
Fig.  6). 

F.  EFFECTS  OF  RESPONSE-TYPE 

Three  basic  Response-Types  were  evaluated  (Table  4):  ACAH,  low-Bandwidth  Rate,  and  high- 
Bandwidth  Rate.  The  latter  was  used  for  most  of  the  evaluations.  The  HQRs  for  these  Response- 
Types  are  shown  in  Fig.  21  for  the  seven  tasks,  both  fixed-  and  moving-base.  For  clarity  the  ratings 
are  shown  as  averages,  with  nunrimutn  and  minimum  HQRs  and  number  of  ratings  per  data  point  also 
shown.  Only  two  evaluations  were  made  of  the  ACAH  Response-Type,  so  the  results  for  this  system 
must  be  ocmsidered  preliminary  at  best  The  trends  are  generally  as  expected,  e.g.,  increasing 
Bandwidth  for  the  Rate  Response-l^pe  made  most  of  the  tasks  easier  and  hence  lower  ratings; 
further  improvement  was  found  by  going  to  the  ACAH  Response-Type,  which  is  defined  by  ADS-33C 
as  an  increased  Response-Type.  These  trends  were  not  true  for  all  tasks,  however  the  rating  trends 
are  reversed  for  the  bobup,  dash/quidstop,  and  sidestep  tasks.  The  differences  in  average  HQR  for 
the  low-Bandwidth  and  high-Bandwidth  Rate  tystems  in  the  bobup  are  not  significant  The  slight 
degradation  in  HQR  for  the  ACAH  Response-Type  in  the  bobup  is  somevdiat  surprising  for  an 
almost  entirely  vertical  task,  but  it  is  also  based  on  only  two  ratings,  single  ratings  of  3  and  4. 
SimOariy,  the  results  for  the  dash/quickstop  and  sidestep  suggest  that  the  pQots  preferred  Rate  over 
Attitude  (as  because  of  the  large  sustained  attitudes  required,  resulting  in  sustained  control 

forces  with  ACAH),  and  low-Bandwidth  Rate  over  high-Bandwidth  (based  on  one  fixed-base 
evahiatioD  by  one  pilot,  and  hence  not  significant). 

G.  COMPARISON  YnTHADS-33C 

The  Rate  and  ACAH  Response-Type  configurations  were  compared  with  the  Bandwidth 
requirements  of  ADS-33C  in  Hgs.  6  and  7.  These  figures  are  repeated  as  Figs.  22  and  23,  with  the 
average  HQRs  from  the  hover  task  noted  beside  the  data  points  (as  indicated  in  Section  II,  each 
configuration  has  two  Bandwidth/Phase  Delay  points  —  one  for  pitch,  one  for  roll).  The  agreement 
bx  the  Rate  Reqmnse-Types  (Rg.  22)  is  excellent,  as  the  three  cases  that  are  Level  1  in  all  plots 
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Figure  21.  Effects  of  Bandwidth  and  Response-Type  on  HQRs 
(No  Added  liine  Delay,  >^ual  Compensation  On, 
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Figure  23.  Comparison  of  ACAH  Response-T^  Configurations  with 
L^'Speed  Requirements  of  ADS-33C  (Baseline  Motion  Washouts; 
Average  HQRs  for  Precision  Hover) 
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received  Level  1  average  HQRs.  All  but  one  of  the  cases  in  the  Level  2  region  received  Level  2 
HQRs  (the  exception  was  a  single  evaluation  of  the  203-nisec  high-Bandvndth  configuration,  where 
an  HQR  of  3  was  assigned).  The  worst  case  (with  3S3  msec  of  time  delay)  received  a  single  HQR 
of  8;  it  lies  in  the  Level  3  region  for  pitch  and  roll  for  degraded  UCE  (Fig.  22c),  and  in  the  Level 
2  regions  for  both  pitch  and  roll  in  good  UCE  (Figs.  22a  and  22b),  and  hence  may  be  expected  to 
receive  either  Level  2  or  3  ratings.  In  summaiy,  only  the  single-evaluation  case  with  an  HQR  of  3 
disagrees  with  the  ADS-33C  boundaries  for  Rate  Response-Types. 

Only  three  ACAH  Response-Type  cases  were  evaluated  (Fig.  23),  so  the  trends  are  not  as 
obvious.  All  three  cases  are  in  the  Level  1  regions  fm  the  UCE  s  1  requirements,  but  one  case 
(with  203  msec  oi  time  deli^  — 120  msec  pure  delay  plus  visual  compensation  of!)  received  a  single 
HQR  of  4.  This  case  is  in  the  Level  2  region  for  degraded  UCE  (Hg.  23c),  and  is  therefore  in 
agreement  with  these  boundaries. 


SECnON  IV 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

This  study  of  the  interactions  of  simulator  motion,  visual,  and  response  dynamics  on  rotorcraft 
handling  qualities  has  both  confirmed  previous  observations  and  revealed  areas  deserving  of  more 
indepth  stutfy.  Unlike  most  previous  motionAdsual  simulation  studies,  the  primary  goal  of  this  study 
was  the  measurement  of  these  interactions  on  perceived  handling  qualities,  rather  than  on  objective 
performance  measures. 

The  most  significant  conclusions  and  outcomes  from  the  simulation  are  summarized  in  this 
section.  Since  the  simulation  was  intended  to  be  e3q)loratoty  in  nature,  recommendations  for  a  more 
formal  investigation  are  also  made. 

A.  DEFINITION  OF  THE  SIMULATION  ENVIRONMENT 

L  Bandwidth  Measurements 

For  a  real  airoaft  in  the  real  world,  measurement  (tf  the  vehicle’s  Bandwidth  and  phase  delay 
parameten  is  relatively  straightforward:  it  is  the  response  of  angular  attitude  to  the  appropriate 
control  input  The  only  issue  to  be  resolved,  in  general,  is  wither  the  reference  control  signal 
should  be  displacement  or  force. 

For  a  simulated  aircraft  in  a  simulation  environment,  however,  things  are  much  less  clear.  In 
preparation  for  this  e3q)eriment,  it  was  recognized  that  the  response  of  the  simulated  vehicle  could 
be  characterized  in  terms  of  several  output^nput  relationships,  consisting  of  the  angular  attitude 
responses  of  the  math  model,  the  visual  display,  and  the  motion  ^tem.  Mismatches  in  the  responses 
of  the  visual  and  motion  systems,  resulting  from  such  factors  as  motion  lags  and  washouts  and  visual 
delays,  will  produce  a  concomitant  mismatch  in  the  Bandwidths  of  each  individual  component  All 
analysis  in  this  report  was  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  pilot’s  primary  source  of  information  for 
continuous,  closed-loop  operation  came  from  the  visual  computer-generated  imagery,  and  therefore 
aO  Baixlwidth  measures  have  been  based  on  this  reference  output  signal  Recent  studies  have 
indicated  that  the  most  appropriate  reference  input  signal  is  control  force,  rather  than  position,  and 
this  has  been  used  in  this  report  as  well  The  mismatch  between  visual  and  motion  Bandwidths 
should  be  considered  as  facttns  in  the  measurement  of  the  response  (lynamks  of  any  simulation 
fKility. 

The  baseline  helicopter  model  used  for  most  of  the  evaluations  in  this  study  was  designed  to 
ediM  Levd  1  handling  qualities  Cm  the  best  combiruttions  of  visual  aixi  motion  response.  This 
objective  was  met  based  on  the  average  Handling  Qualities  Ratings  (HQRs)  for  the  seven  tasks. 
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2.  Simulated  Day  Usable  Cue  Environment  (SimDUCE) 

The  concept  of  the  Simulated  Day  Usable  Cue  Environment  (SimDUCE)  has  been  defined  to 
characterize  the  method  of  measuring  the  usefulness  of  the  out-the-window  scene  for  stabilization 
and  control.  By  definition  in  ADS-33C,  UCE  is  intended  to  be  a  method  of  evaluating  displays  and 
vision  aids  in  a  degraded  visual  environment  For  such  operations,  a  special  set  of  maneuvers,  with 
relaxed  performance  limits,  is  included  in  ADS-33C  Application  of  the  UCE  concept  for  SimDUCE 
requires  the  application  of  the  day,  good-visual-condition  maneuver  set  from  ADS-33C,  with  their 
more  stringent  performance  limits.  The  Usable  Cue  Environment  thus  measured  represents  the 
simulated,  day,  UCE,  or  SimDUCE. 

Based  on  a  full  evaluation  of  the  visual  cues  on  the  VMS  with  baseline  motion  and  Digital 
Image  Generation  (DIG)  visual  systems  and  with  a  Level  1  helicopter,  the  Visual  Cue  Ratings 
(VCRs)  firom  four  pilots  suggest  that  the  SimDUCE  was  on  the  border  between  1  and  Z  limited 
evaluations  by  two  other  pflots  support  defining  the  overall  SimDUCE  at  2. 

3.  Fidd-of-Vicw  and  Visual  Acuity 

Tbe  resolution  of  the  visual  imagery  with  the  DIG  display  was  measured  on  a  previous 
simulation  (Ret  13)  to  be  about  5  to  6  arcminutes/line,  where  one  arcminute/line  corresponds  to 
20/20  vision.  This  lack  of  resolution,  combined  with  the  limited  field-of-view  compared  to  actual 
aircraft,  had  a  definite  effect  on  the  perceived  handling  qualities  in  this  experiment.  The  extent  of 
this  effect  was  not  investigated,  however. 

B.  EFFECTS  OF  TASK 

Overall,  Handling  Qualities  Ratings  (HQRs)  were  better  for  the  hover,  bobup/bobdown,  and 
dash/quickstop  tasks.  Ratings  were  worst  for  the  sidestep,  where  limited  sideward  field-of-view 

interfered  with  the  pflots’  ability  to  judge  the  stopping  points. 

\ 

C  EFFECTS  OF  MOTION  AND  VARIATIONS  IN  MOTION  WASHOUTS 

A  review  of  motion  system  and  visualAnotion  tradeoff  studies  was  conducted  as  a  part  of  this 
simulatmn  and  is  documented  in  ^>pendix  A.  As  a  part  of  this  review,  several  potential  guides  for 
motion  washout  design  were  investigated.  Time  constraints  in  this  simulation  did  not  allow  for  a 
thorough  evaluation  of  these  design  guides,  but  such  an  evaluation  should  be  performed. 
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Motion  was  necessaiy  to  obtain  satisfactoiy  handling  qualities:  none  of  the  tasks  received 
Level  1  average  HQRs  fixed-base.  Improvements  in  HQRs  when  motion  was  added  were  generally 
1/2  to  2  rating  points. 

The  baseline  set  of  motion  washouts,  consisting  of  linear  second-order  filters,  was  designed 
NASA  personnel  and  reflected  the  philosophy  of  imparting  high  initial  onsets  (accelerations)  to  the 
pilot,  with  rapid  washout  of  the  resulting  motions.  A  modified  set  of  motion  parameters  with  reduced 
washouts  and  decreased  motion  gains  was  developed  during  the  simulation  (^pendix  A).  The 
THodificd  set  emphasized  mid-frequency  dynamics,  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  phase  error 
between  the  desired  aircraft  response  and  the  simulator  response  around  the  fi-equencies  for  piloted 
control,  approximately  O.S-5  rad/sec,  should  be  minimized.  Lower  break  frequencies  achieved  this, 
but  the  mndifigd  washouts  then  required  reduced  motion  gains  to  provide  protection  from  motion 
travel  limits. 

Based  on  average  HQRs,  the  modified  set  of  gairrs  and  washouts  was  slight^  better  for  the 
hover,  vertical  translation,  pirouette,  and  slalom  tasks.  The  first  three  tasks  are  classified  in  ADS-33C 
as  predsion  maneuvers,  emphasizing  continuous  closed-loop  control  The  slalom  has  no  direct 
counterpart  in  ADS-33C,  but  the  requirements  on  airspeed  control  for  this  task  were  sufficiently  tight 
that  it  had  the  characteristics  of  a  precision  task  as  well  Thus,  the  modified  set  of  motion  washout 
filters  was  preferred  for  predsion  maneuvering.  The  baseline  motion  washouts  received  slightly  better 
average  HQRs  for  the  bobup/bobdown  and  sidestep  tasks,  both  classified  as  aggressive  maneuvers  in 
ADS-33C  Thus,  the  higher  onset  accelerations  of  the  baseline  set  mry  be  preferable  for  aggressive 
tasks.  The  modified  set  received  slightly  better  ratings  for  the  dash/quickstop,  which  is  also  an  aggres¬ 
sive  maneuver,  but  a  maneuver  that  uses  pitch  and  surge  almost  exclusively  —  two  degrees  of 
freedom  that  were  most  limited  on  the  VMS.  Pilot  comments  indicate  that  the  pilots  were  able  to 
discern  between  the  baseline  and  modified  sets.  Two  of  the  three  evaluation  pflots  commented 
spedficalfy  on  the  improved  motion  cueing  with  the  modified  set,  whfle  the  third  pilot  complained 
of  unusual  motk>ns  resulting  from  reaching  software  limits. 

D.  EFFECTS  OF  TIME  DELAYS 

The  visual  dday  compensation  algorithm  employed  at  Ames  Reseatdi  Center  results  in 
^ectivefy  removing  the  time  deity  between  the  aircraft  response  and  the  generation  of  a  visual 
image  in  the  cockpit  Interestingly,  in  the  absence  of  this  algorithm  the  time  deliy  in  the  visual  path 
is  quite  dose  to  the  effective  del^  in  the  pitch  and  roll  angular  responses  of  the  VMS  motion  system, 
so  that  the  visual  and  motion  lystems  are  most  dosely  in  phase  when  the  delay  compensation 
algorithm  is  oft 


49 


PQot  opinion  was  mixed  on  the  value  of  the  visual  delay  compensation  algorithm,  with  two  pilots 
generally  preferring  it  off  and  one  preferring  it  on.  The  effect  of  visual  delay  on  average  HQRs  was 
generally  less  than  the  effect  of  an  equivalent  overall  transport  delay. 

Added  time  delays  (either  transport  delays  or  a  combination  of  visual  and  transport  delays) 
produced  a  rapid  degradation  in  handling  qualities.  For  the  best  rotorcraft  model  and  baseline 
motion,  added  delays  (either  pure  transport  or  visual-only)  of  80  msec  resulted  in  Level  2  average 
HQRs.  An  added  delay  of  383  msec  produced  Level  3  HQRs. 

E.  EFFECTS  OF  BANDVVIDTH  AND  RESPONSE-TYPE 

The  aircraft  model  used  in  this  simulation  was  a  linearized  representation  of  a  helicopter  with 
no  adverse  interaxis  coupling.  The  baseline  aircraft  was  designed  to  be  a  Rate  Response-Type  with 
pitch  and  roll  Bandwidths  of  4.0  rad/sec  for  the  ideal  model  (model  attitude/model  control  position). 
Measured  from  stick  force  input  to  visual  response  in  the  cab,  the  Bandwidth  frequent  dropped  to 
28  radAec  with  the  visual  compensation  algorithm  on  and  2.1  rad/tec  with  the  algorithm  off. 
Response  measured  from  stick  force  to  motion  had  a  Bandwidth  of  2.9  rad/sec  in  pitch  and  3.1 
radAec  in  roR  This  model  met  the  Level  1  requirements  of  ADS-33C,  and  it  received  Level  1 
average  HQRs  moving-base. 

A  low-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type  was  evaluated  for  a  limited  number  of  runs.  This  model 
was  designed  to  be  Level  2  by  ADS-33C,  and  the  average  HQRs  were  generally  Level  2. 

An  Attitude  Command/Attitude  Hold  Response-Type,  also  Level  1  ADS-33C,  received 
improved  HQRs  Over  the  Rate  systems  for  the  precision  tasks  of  hover,  pirouette,  and  slalom,  while 
the  ratings  were  degraded  slightfy  from  the  baseline  Rate  Response-Type  for  the  vertical  translation, 
bobup/bobdown,  dash/quickstop,  and  sidestep  tasks.  The  bobupA)obdown,  dash/quickstop,  and 
fidestep  are  aggressive  maneuvers  and  thus  the  preference  for  Rate  over  Attitude  is  as  expected. 

Comparison  of  the  configurations  with  the  pitch  and  roll  Bandwidth  requirements  of  ADS-33C 
shows  veiy  good  correlation.  If  the  configurations  are  compared  with  the  boundaries  for  UCE  >  1, 
13  the  14  configurations  meet  the  requirements.  The  excq)tion  is  a  case  with  a  single  rating  of 
3  in  the  Level  2  region. 

F.  VERIFICATION  OF  DYNAMICS  AND  TIME  DELAYS 

Timing  df*g™"«  provided  by  NASA  personnel  identified  the  sources  and  magnitudes  of  known 

delays  in  the  simulation  setup.  Three  independent  forms  of  frequency-response  analysis  were 
used  to  both  verify  elements  of  the  timing  diagrams  and  measure  unknown  time  delays  in  the  VMS. 
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An  online  frequency-response  analysis  program  was  of  considerable  value  during  initial  checkout 
and  development  of  the  modified  motion  system.  Tb*  program  had  a  number  of  inherent  strengths 
and  weaknesses;  experience  with  its  use  in  this  simuk'.Ion  supports  the  continued  development  and 
improvement  of  the  software  for  future  applications. 

The  response  characteristics  of  the  VMS  motion  drive  system  are  best  modeled  as  a  combination 
of  a  second-order  lag  and  a  time  delay.  A  very  good  approximation  is  given  by  a  time  delay  alone. 
Based  on  the  analysis  in  this  study,  the  delays  in  the  motion  system,  measured  as  the  time  difference 
between  tlm  math  model  and  cab  responses,  are  approximately  70  msec  in  pitch  and  roll,  110  msec 
in  yaw,  160  msec  in  heave,  170  msec  in  surge,  and  100  msec  b  sway.  Reorientation  of  the  cab  on 
the  VMS  beam  to  make  the  long  axis  longitudmal  and  mass  and  mertia  properties  of  the 
mterchangeable  cab  itself  would  be  expected  to  have  some  effect  on  these  numbers. 

G.  RECOMMENDAllONS  FOR  FUTURE  INVESHGATION 

This  experiment  was  exploratory  m  nature,  and  as  a  result  did  not  reach  any  definitive  answers 
on  atiy  of  the  primary  objectives.  A  more  tborou^  simulation,  focusmg  on  a  few  topics,  will  be 
necessary  to  reach  any  clear  consensus.  FbDowmg  are  the  most  critical  issues  to  be  resolved: 

Motion  fidditv/task_optiroi2ation:  The  differences  between  the  baseUne  and  modified  washout 
filters  evaluated  in  this  simulation  support  the  use  of  different  motion  filters  for  precision  vs. 
aggressive  tasks.  A  systematic  variation  m  motion  parameters,  defined  m  terms  of  phase  distortion 
and  gain  attenuation  (^rpendtx  A),  should  be  performed.  The  volume  of  evaluations  required  can 
be  reduced  by  using  a  smaller  number  of  tasks,  for  example,  two  predsion  tasks  (e.g.,  hover  and 
pirouette)  and  two  aggressive  tasks  (e.g.,  dash/quickstop  and  sidestep).  It  should  be  possible  to 
determine  a  range  of  washouts  that  is  acceptable  for  each  of  these  tasks. 

MotionAasual/Bandwidth  effects  on  perceived  handline  Qualities:  This  experiment  focused  on 
.^perceived  handling  qualities  for  a  baselme  aircraft  model  that  was  designed  to  be  Level  1,  and  it 
mchided  onty  a  limited  number  of  runs  with  a  degraded  aircraft.  Other  studies  (e.g..  Ret  9)  have 
suggested  that  there  is  a  nonlinear  relationship  between  actual  and  perceived  handimg  qualities  as 
both  the  aircraft  Bandwidth  and  the  motion  response  are  degraded.  That  is,  the  pilot’s  perception 
of  the  handling  qualities  of  a  nominal  Level  2  helicopter  may  be  even  worse  if  the  motion  is  degraded 
as  well  In  addition,  it  is  conceivable  that  the  pilot’s  perc^tion  of  the  effects  of  visual  delay  may  be 
dffBerent  when  the  nominal  aircraft  has  degraded  handling  qualities.  Therefore,  a  matrix  of 
evaluatxMis  should  be  performed  for  helicopter  models  with  varymg  nommal  handimg  qualities 
(induding  at  least  solidly  Level  1,  solidly  Level  2,  and  on  the  border  between  Levels  2  and  3, 
measured  in  terms  of  visual  response  to  coclq)it  control  inputs,  and  visual  compensation  included). 
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At  least  three  different  levels  of  motion  should  be  used.  A  selected  set  of  combinations  should  be 
evaluated  with  the  visual  delay  compensation  removed  (based  on  the  current  experiment,  it  is  also 
recommended  that  the  compensation  Glter  be  adjusted  to  remove  only  70  msec  of  delay  —  to  match 
the  effective  delays  in  the  pitch  and  roll  cab  responses  —  rather  than  the  83.3  msec  used  here). 

Motion/visual/Bandwidth  effects  for  different  Resnonse-Tynes:  The  matrix  of  evaluations 
described  above  should  also  be  investigated  for  other  Response-Types.  For  example,  it  is  conceivable 
that  the  perceived  handling  qualities  of  an  Attitude  Command/Attitude  Hold  Response-Type,  with 
nominal  Bandwidths  identical  to  those  of  a  Rate  Response-Type,  may  be  different  from  those  of  the 
Rate  ^tem  as  the  motion  parameters  are  changed  for  both. 

Motion  utilization  estimates:  As  the  motion  washouts  and  gains  are  varied,  the  available  range 
of  motions  (meaning  positions,  rates,  and  accelerations)  in  all  axes  will  vary  as  well  As  these  changes 
are  made,  it  should  be  possible  to  define  a  correlation  between  what  is  available  and  vdiat  is  actually 
required.  For  example,  for  the  nominal  Level  1  Rate  Response-Type,  the  perceived  handling 
qualities  in  the  current  simulation  were  best  for  predsion  tasks  v^en  the  modified  washouts  were 
employed.  These  washouts  imparted  lower  accelerations  than  the  baseline  set;  it  may  be  possible, 
thmefore,  to  define  the  minimum  acceleration  requirements  for  good  perceived  handling  qualities  as 
long  as  the  corresponding  washout  requirements  (Le.,  phase  distortion)  are  rx>t  excessive.  This  is  an 
important  measure  of  the  usage  and  capability  requirements  of  the  VMS,  and  it  will  give  guidance 
to  design  and  application  of  other  motion  systems,  most  of  which  will  have  less  travel  avaOable. 
Motion  utilization  is  also  a  means  to  quantify  pQoting  differences,  such  as  those  found  among  the 
pilot  population  in  this  experiment 
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SELECTION  OF  MOTION  WASHOUT  PARAMETERS 

A.  BACKGROUND 

The  setection  of  motion  system  algorithms  and  command  parameters  has  typically  been  driven 
by  a  combination  of  the  capabilities  of  the  simulaUon  facility  and  the  individual  philosophies  of  the 
designers.  The  type  of  washout  design  adopted  —  e.g.,  linear,  adaptive,  or  optimal  —  as  well  as  the 
values  of  the  washouts  themselves,  has  been  a  matter  of  engineering  judgment  following  extensive 
analysis  and  eaqierimentation.  This  appendix  reviews  some  of  the  experiments  that  have  been 
conducted  to  investigate  the  selection  of  motion  washouts. 

In  the  design  of  any  motion  system,  a  fundamental  consideration  should  always  be;  what  type 
of  (and  how  much)  motion  does  the  operator  need  to  accuratety  convey  the  proper  sense  of  motion? 
The  motion  washouts  should  alwi^  be  operator-oriented,  that  is,  th^  should  be  based  on  the 
characteristics  of  the  human  motion-sensing  mechanisms.  Induded  in  this  appendix  is  a  brief 
overview  of  the  transfer-function  dynamics  of  the  vestibular  tystem. 

Most  motion  system  esqperiments  to  date  have  used  models  and  tasks  related  spedficalty  to  fixed- 
wing  airplanes.  Further,  many  of  the  more  exhaustive  investigations  into  motion  systems  have  been 
conducted  using  simulators  with  relatively  small  motion  limits  to  begin  with  (compared  to  either  actual 
flight  or  other  moving-base  simulators),  e.g.,  the  Visual/Motion  Simulator  at  NASA  Langley  Research 
Center  and  the  University  of  Toronto  Institute  of  Aerospace  Studies  (UTIAS)  flight  research 
simulator.  It  is  obviously  preferable  to  conduct  sudi  studies  on  simulators  that  have  a  large  range 
of  motion  displacements  available;  two  of  these  facilities,  the  now-retired  Flight  Simulator  for 
Advanced  Aircraft  (FSAA)  and  the  Vertical  Motion  Simulator,  both  at  Ames  Research  Center,  have 
been  utflized  only  sparingly  for  these  purposes.  This  appendix  shows  the  results  of  several 
experiments  craducted  on  each  of  them. 

Mott  of  the  simulation  studies  have  also  toided  to  focus  on  objective  (performance)  measures 
of  the  effects  of  motion.  While  there  is  obvious  merit  to  this,  we  are  more  concerned  here  vrith  the 
auhieetive  measures — that  is,  does  the  motion  tystem  effective^  conv^  the  motions  to  the  operator 
in  such  a  wiy  that  the  sensation  of  motion  is  produced?  Unfortunatety,  the  data  base  for  such 
subjective  studies  is  extremely  limited;  the  available  results  will  be  reviewed  here. 

B.  HUMAN  VISUAL  AND  MOTION  PERCEPTIONS 

Human  perceptions  of  visual  and  motion  stimuli  are  quite  complex  and  are  best  handled  in 
vcriumes  on  sensory  perception,  such  as  Ref.  A-1.  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  research  into  the 
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meduniiiiis  of  visual  and  nx>tjon  perception;  the  interest  here  is  on  a  very  narrow  subset  of  this 
leseardi,  with  the  information  necessary  for  the  human  operator  to  perceive  visual  and 

motion  rtimuK-  This  discussion  is  therefore  limited  to  transfer-function  representations  of  visual  and 
motion  perceptions  around  the  frequencies  of  interest  for  most  compensatory  and  pursuit  tasks. 

1.  Visual  Operations:  Crossover  Model 

Because  of  the  interrelationships  between  visual  feedbacks  and  motion  cueing,  it  is  important 
to  undentand  the  basic  diaracter  of  the  human  operator  in  closed-loop  compensatory  and  pursuit 
operatkms.  Later  in  this  appendix  we  will  examine  sonte  of  the  tradeofiEs  in  the  time  del^  between 
visual  and  motion  q/stems,  and  it  will  be  helpful  to  have  some  insight  into  the  operator’s  use  of  visual 
infornutkm.  A  much  more  detailed  examination  of  tlm  subject  can  be  fourxl  in  Ref.  A-2. 

The  simplest  situation  to  consider  is  single-input,  compensatory  tracking  in  a  fixed-base 
envifonmeat,  in  wfaidi  the  operator  is  oqiased  to  an  error  signal  and  attempts  to  imnimixe  the  error 
thfougli  a  manipulator.  For  a  wide  range  of  frequencies  around  the  ejqiected  frequencies  for  closed- 
loop  eontred,  the  human  operator  may  be  represented  by  a  transfer  function,  Yp,  given  by 


1 
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udiere  the  term  in  parentheses  is  series  equalization  to  improve  the  open-loop  pilot/vehicle  (tynamics 
oombinatkm  near  crossover,  the  deliy  term  due  to  a  derives  from  low-frequewy  lag-lead  to  improve 
the  long-term  closed-loop  response;  and  the  first-order  lagT]q  is  an  approximation  for  high-frequency 
neurcmuscular  actuatkm. 

For  the  ccwnpqmtoiy  tracking  task,  studies  show  (Ref  A-2)  that  the  operator  will  adjust  his 
equafizatioo  in  reqxmse  to  the  controlled  element,  Yc,  to  provide  an  open-loop  transfer  funetkm, 
YpYp  of  approximate^  k^  near  the  region  of  crossover.  In  this  situation,  for  frequencies  wdl  above 
file  low-frcquenqr  dday  due  to  a  but  weU  below  the  neuromuscular  mode,  the  open-kx^  transfer 
function  may  be  written  (with  jw  rqdaced  by  s)  as 
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Hus  is  the  Qrossover  Model  of  McRuer  and  Krendel  (ReL  A-2).  For  most  practical  operations,  the 
timg  delay  r  is  on  the  order  of  0.15-0^  sec  and  the  crossover  frequency  ^  range  of  1  to 
5  rad/sec. 

For  pursuit-type  tasks,  where  a  command  (input)  is  applied  in  addition  to  displayed  error,  the 
open-loop  pilot/vehicle  transfer  function  form  is  more  complicated  than  just  YpYc-  In  the  presence 
of  motion  the  open-loop  transfer  function  is  still  more  complex.  Table  A-1  lists  the  possible 
combinations  of  conditions  for  compensatoiy  and  pursuit  tasks,  both  fixed-  and  moving-base.  In  the 
blodt  diagram  sketched  in  Table  A-1,  the  pilot  operates  on  perceived  error,  e,  through  an  effective 
transfer  function  Yp,:  control  of  the  input  is  through  a  feedforward  path  with  an  effective  transfer 
function  %  and  the  presence  of  motion  serves  to  provide  a  feedback  element, 

2.  MotioB  Perception:  The  Vestibular  System 

The  sensation  of  motion  in  humans  is  provided  by  a  combination  of  vestibular  and  kinesthetic 
cues  (Re£L  A-la  and  A-lb).  The  vestibular  organs,  located  in  the  temporal  bones  on  each  side  of 
the  head,  are  referred  to  as  organized  ^tems  so  named  because  their  receptors,  dynamics,  and 
efiEects  can  be  defined  and  evaluated  in  an  organized  fashion.  Various  studies  have  defined  transfer- 
fimetion  forms  for  the  human  vestibular  system;  the  forms  used  here  were  obtained  from  Refr.  A-3 
and  A-4,  fcM'  piloted  simulation  experiments.  While  the  following  addresses  the  vestibular  responses 
only,  it  is  not  meant  to  imply  that  the  responses  of  the  kinesthetic  receptors  are  not  important  The 
vestibular  ^tem  consists  of  the  semicircular  canab  and  the  otoliths.  The  semicircular  canals  provide 
our  sensation  of  angular  acceleration,  and  the  otoliths  are  linear  accclerometeis  for  vertical  (the 
utricles)  and  lateral  (the  saccules)  accelerations.  Linear  transfer-function  representations  exist  only 
for  the  semicircular  canals  and  utricles. 

By  contrast,  the  kinesthetic  receptors  are  distributed  throughout  the  body  in  musdes,  sldn 
reactions,  tendons,  etc.  Motion  cueing  information  is  provided  by  the  muscles  of  the  head  and  neck, 
^  by  body  pressures  such  as  those  imparted  on  the  ischial  tuberosities  (pelvic  extensions  in  the 
buttocks).  Researdi  on  these  effectors  is  voy  limited;  available  models  (e.g.,  ReL  A-S)  suggest  that 
the  importance  to  motion  sensing  ctf  these  effectors  mqr  be  as  great  as  those  of  the  vestibular  ^tem. 
The  models  also  in^ify  mudi  higher  effective  bandwidths,  with  sensitivities  up  to  as  high  as  2  Hertz. 
Little  quantitative  data  exist  to  separate  these  dements  from  the  vestibular  ^tem,  however,  and  in 
the  absence  of  such  data  the  dynamics  of  the  vestibular  ^tem  are  at  least  considered  to  be  most 
rqnesentative  of  human  motion  sensing  for  our  purposes. 
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TABLE  A-1.  HUMAN  OPERATOR/CONTROLLED 
ELEMENT  TRANSFER  FUNCTION  FORMS 
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a.  The  Semkaicultr  Canab 


While  the  semicircular  canals  are  responsive  to  angular  accelerations,  their  dynamic 
diaracteristics  are  such  that  over  the  range  of  frequendes  normally  used  in  manual  control  they  can 
be  oouidered  as  rate  gyros  to  provide  the  operator  with  a  subjective  impression  of  angular  velocity. 
The  model  for  the  semicircular  canal  path  can  be  represented  as  shown.in  Fig.  A-la  (Ref.  A-4).  At 
very  low  frequencies  (bdow  the  break  frequency  1/Ti  in  IHg.  A-la),  the  sensors  of  the  semicircular 
eanab  are  eCEectively  washed  out,  and  at  high  frequendes  (above  I/T2)  the  sensors  are  attenuated. 
There  is,  therefore,  a  region  of  frequencies  between  \fl\  and  1/12  where  subjective  angular  velocity 
accurate^  firilows  actual  angular  velodty.  The  thresholds  Cor  angular  velodty  detection  are  quite 
sman,  from  about  1.1  degree  for  yaw  to  3.2  deg/mc  for  roU.  Pilot  equalization  is  of  a  form 
comparable  to  the  visual-only  model  described  above,  with  adjustable  gain  and  lead  and  a  time  delay 
<»  the  c»der  of  0.2  sec. 

Ihe  frequency  response  of  subjective/iactual  angular  vdodty  is  shown  in  Fig.  A-2a  for  roU  rate 
(the  responses  Cm  pitch  and  yaw  are  very  similar,  the  only  difference  being  the  low-frequency  mode 
1/T],  sriudi  varies  between  0.12S  and  0.189  rad/mc).  This  figure  shows  that  for  the  region  between 
1/Ti  and  \fl%  the  cqierator’s  subjective  sense  of  angular  velodty  almost  exactfy  represents  the  actual 
vdodQr,  with  unity  magnitude  and  minimal  phase  distortion. 

b.  3]iEj2ttkda 


Ihe  utiides  are  linear  accelerometers  that,  like  conventional  accelerometers,  respond  not  to 
inertial  acceleration  but  to  the  total  ^qilied  specific  force.  For  example,  on  the  ground  the  utricles 
reqxmd  to  tilting  the  head  relative  to  the  gravity  vector  just  as  an  accelerometer  attached  to  the  head 
would. 

A  for  the  utricular  path  is  illustrated  in  Fig.  A-lb  (ReL  A-4).  The  threshold  on  sensed 
acederatioo  is  so  on  the  order  of  0.1  g  or  less,  that  it  can  be  ignored.  Pilot  equalization  is  of 
a  form  to  that  Cor  the  visual  modd,  with  a  gain,  lead/lag,  and  time  delay.  The  frequenty 
leqxMMefbr  this  Dodd,  for  subjective/iKtud  linear  acederatioo,  is  shown  in  Fig.  A-2>.  Ihereissome 
of  the  seuation  at  low  frequencies,  and  a  rdloff  above  IfTe  (Fig-  A-lb).  The  phase 
tfiffieienoe  between  subjective  and  actud  acederatioos  is  less  than  ±30  deg  for  a  range  of  frequencies 
from  0.26  to  1.1  ladAmc. 


c  ImnBcations  for 


the  frequent  teqxmaes  oi  Fig.  A-2  as  a  guide,  it  seems  reasonable  to  require  that 
tffnrinw  washouts  In  augulat  rate  should  induce  no  rignificant  phase  distortions  higher  in 
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Figure  A>1.  Simple  Modeb  for  the  Vestibular  System 
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Frequencu  (rad/sec) 


a)  Subjective /Actual  Angular  Velocity  (Rot!  Rate  Shown) 
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Hguie  A*2.  Frequent  Responses  of  the  Vestibular  System 


Ctequency  than  about  1/Ti,  Le.,  somewdiere  around  0^  rad/sec.  Below  this  frequency,  the  pilot  would 
not  be  expected  to  detect  the  unnatural  operation  of  the  washout,  which  otherwise  presents  a  false 
cue  to  the  semidrcular  canals.  In  addition,  there  should  be  no  significant  delays  or  other  sources  of 
phase  ToUofI  at  frequencies  below  about  I/T2,  i-e.,  10  rad/sec. 

For  replication  of  vertical  acceleration  motions,  the  utricular  path  response  of  Fig.  A-2b  suggests 
minimal  phase  distortions  due  to  washouts  above  about  I/T5,  on  the  order  of  0.2  rad/sec,  with  no 
significant  lags  or  delays  below  about  I/T5,  or  U  rad^ec. 

It  must  be  reiterated  that  these  proposed  guides  apply  only  to  the  vestibular  system  and  do  not 
account  for  the  very  significant  effects  of  the  kinesthetic  senses.  Effects  such  as  muscles 
tightening  in  the  neck  during  angular  motions,  and  compiessbn  into  the  seat  (or  lightening  in  the 
seat)  during  vertical  motions,  will  also  play  an  important  role.  To  be  safe,  a  reasonable  range  of 
frequencies  over  which  phase  distortion  should  be  minimiTerf  (motion/actual  less  than  ±30  deg,  based 
on  Ret  A-6)  is  0.2-10  rad/sec  in  all  directions.  As  is  shown  below,  first-order  washouts  in  roll  with 
break  frequendes  of  0.4  to  QJ5  nihec  have  been  used  in  flight  simulations  with  no  apparent  negative 
comments  from  the  pilots,  so  it  m^  be  possible  to  relax  the  lower  limit  somewhat 

C  STUDIES  OF  MOTION  WASHOUT  REQUIREMENTS 

Despite  the  intense  interest  in  motion  washout  designs,  and  the  obvious  need  for  some  form  of 
quantitative  guidelines  for  setting  the  parameters  in  classical  washouts,  there  have  been  very  few 
e^qietiments  in  this  area  and  little  published  data  is  available.  Such  studies  would  clearly  involve  the 
variation  of  a  wide  range  of  parameters,  including  washout  gains  and  break  frequencies  in  both 
rcMatioiul  and  linear  dimensions,  but  also  should  include  the  effects  of  secondary  motions  —  such  as 
residual  tflt  or  resolution  of  the  g  vector  in  turns  —  to  produce  a  catalog  of  acceptable  values.  In 
addition,  such  studies  would  be  highly  dependent  on  the  capabilities  of  the  subject  simulator,  heave 
or  sway  requirements  for  the  NASA  Ames  Vertical  Motion  Simulator  are  vastly  different  from  those 
the  NASA  Langl^  Visual/Motion  Simulator,  for  example. 

In  reading  the  following,  it  is  important  to  consider  in  each  study  the  particular  simulator  used 
and  its  physical  characteristics.  The  results  of  any  motkm-^stem  eqietiment  will,  by  definition,  be 
Strang  affected  by  the  facility  and  its  capabilities.  In  addition,  the  aircraft  type,  missions,  and 
qiedfic  tasks  will  have  bearing  on  the  conclusions.  In  most  studies  —  espedalty  in  those  where 
olijective  pilot  describing  function  measurements  wme  made  —  the  task  consisted  of  compensatory 
traddng  in  one  or  more  axes.  This  task  clearly  requires  less  overall  pltysical  maneuvering  space  than 
out-the-window  pursm’t  tasks,  e.g.,  afr  combat,  landing,  etc.  The  motion  tystem  parameters  that  were 
best  bx  compensatory  tasks  miy  ix>t  be  suitable  for  other  mission  elements. 
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The  experiments  generally  fall  into  three  categories:  1)  Objective  measures  of  motion 
performance.  The  experiments  described  here  were  either  partial^  or  totally  devoted  to 
measurements  of  pilot  performance,  e.g.,  rms  errors,  control  activity,  describing  functions,  etc.  Such 
data  tell  us  the  quantitative  consequences  of  changes  in  motion  washouts,  but  th^  are  not  useful  in 
determining  the  impact  of  these  changes  on  the  pilots'  opinions.  2)  Subjective  measures  of  motion 
performance.  In  these  studies,  the  pilots  were  asked  to  assess,  with  different  rating  scales  and 
methods,  one  or  more  of  the  features  of  the  motion  system  under  consideratiotL  From  a  handling 
qualities  standpoint,  this  is  mote  interesting  than  the  objective  data,  since  it  tells  us  how  important 
the  motion  cues  ate  on  the  pilots' opinions.  3)  VisualAnotion  tradeoff  studies.  In  these  experiments 
either  visual,  or  visual  and  motion,  variations  were  performed.  Measures  of  performance  for  this  set 
of  data  consist  of  both  objective  and  subjective  results. 

All  of  the  studies  described  here  used  linear,  fixed-parameter  ("classical”)  washout  schemes,  as 
is  in  use  on  the  VMS.  The  filters  employed  in  these  experiments  were  both  first-  and  second-order. 
A  comparison  of  the  firequency  and  time  responses  of  such  washouts  is  shown  by  an  example  in  Fig. 
A-3,  udrere  a  first-order  washout  with  inverse  time  constant  l/T  s  0.5  rad/sec  is  compared  with  a 
second-order  with  damping  of  0.7  and  frequency  of  025  racUsec.  Both  filters  produce  about  the  same 
phase  distortion  above  0.5  rad/sec.  The  differences  are  at  the  low  frequencies,  since  the  second-order 
washout  introduces  180  deg  of  phase  lead  compared  to  90  deg  for  the  first-order.  The  time  responses 
illustrate  the  benefit  of  the  second-order  washout:  the  signal  returns  to  zero  by  slightly  more  tbwn 
four  seconds,  wliile  for  the  first-order  there  is  a  continuing  standoff  error  untfl  about  eight  s«mnds 
The  initial  slope  of  the  time  response  for  the  second-order  is  also  lower,  indicating  a  lower 
acceleration  in  the  return  signal  On  the  other  hand,  the  second-order  washout  actual^  conunands 
a  return  through  zero  and  therefore  requires  either  a  reduction  in  gain,  a  threshold  for  removing  the 
signal,  or  acceptance  of  some  undesirable  residual  cab  motion. 

The  classical  washout  scheme  is  most  common  in  sunulators  with  relative^  large  displacements 
in  one  or  more  axes,  induding  the  NASA  Ames  Vertical  Motion  Simulator  (VMS,  Ret  A-7),  the 
now-retired  Ames  Flight  Simulator  for  Advanced  Aircraft  (FSAA,  Ret  A-6),  and  the  Air  Force's 
Large  Amplitude  Multimode  Aerospace  Researdt  Simulator  (LAMARS,  Ret  A-8).  This  is  the 
easiest  scheme  to  apply,  since  all  parameters  of  the  motion  ^tem  are  in  valtm.  In  addition, 
the  number  of  equations  required  is  ^ically  low  (Ret  A-11),  so  computation  time  is  faster  than  with 
other  methods.  The  major  disadvantage  is  that  the  gains  and  washouts  must  be  set  based  upon  the 
largest  mqrected  motions  for  a  given  task  or  eq)eriment  (unless  occasional  motion  limit  trips  can  be 
tolerated),  resulting  in  reduced  motions  for  more  benign  tasks. 
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Other  washout  schemes  employed  include  optimal-control-design  washouts,  e.g.,  Refs.  A-9,  A-10, 
and  A-11,  and  coordinated  adaptive,  e.g.,  Refs.  A-10  through  A-13.  Data  for  these  schemes  are  not 
described  here  since  neither  scheme  is  used  on  the  VMS. 

1.  Rotational  Motion  Scaling  and  Washouts 

Since,  for  aircraft,  the  rotational  and  translational  degrees  of  freedom  are  connected  (especially 
for  coordinated  turning  flight,  i.e.,  where  lateral  acceleration  is  zero),  it  is  difficult  to  separately 
specify  the  gains  and  washout  break  frequencies  for  these  degrees  of  freedom.  We  can,  however, 
glean  some  information  from  several  experiments  conducted  on  simulators  with  no  translation  at  all. 
Such  simulators  generally  pitch  and  roll  (or,  depending  upon  orientation,  pitch  and  yaw)  about  the 
cab.  There  is  experimental  evidence  (e.g.,  Refr  A-14)  that  for  a  purely  IFR,  compensatory  task  such 
as  hovering  in  turbulence,  pilots  actually  prefer  angular-only  motion.  This  is  apparentfy  due  to  the 
much  greater  importance  of  the  g-vector  tilt  cue  for  determining  absolute  vertical  compared  to  the 
translational  acceleration  cue  provided  the  otoliths. 

Reference  A-IS  reports  on  a  study  of  motion  washouts  and  gains  on  a  two-degiee-of-freedom 
(pitch  and  roll)  simulator,  the  Dynamic  Environmental  Simulator,  at  the  Air  Force  Aerospace  Medical 
Research  Laboratory  at  Wright-Patterson  AFB,  OH.  Only  the  roll  degree  of  freedom  was  used  for 
this  study;  subjects  tracked  a  target  display  on  an  attitude  indicator,  with  turbulence  injected  as  well 
Figure  A-4b  lists  the  transfer  functions  for  the  motion  filters  evaluated,  rangmg  from  no  filtering  (FO) 
to  attenuated  motion  (ATT)  and  purefy  static  (ST)  cases.  As  the  time  histories  in  Fig.  A-4a  show, 
all  of  the  filters  except  FO  and  ST  effectively  reduced  the  peak  angular  travel  to  about  one-half  of 
full  commanded  travel  The  second-order  washout  W2  most  faithfully  reproduced  the  irutial  response, 
but  then  returned  to  (and  through)  center  position  most  rapidly.  Not  surprisingly,  this  study  found 
the  full-motion  FO  and  attenuated-motion  ATT  systems  to  be  best  in  terms  of  recovered  motions  and 
subject  preference.  The  static  case  was  clearfy  worst,  while  the  second-order  washout  —  with  an 
unusually  high  break  frequent  of  0.85  rad/sec  —  was  both  confusing  to  the  pQots  and  poor  in 
recovering  angular  rates.  The  first-order  washout  with  attenuation,  W1,A,  was  preferred  overall 
This  washout  had  a  break  frequency  of  0.4  rad/Stec  and  gain  of  0.7.  (This  filter  exhibits  45  deg  of 
phase  lead  at  0.4  rad/sec,  and  the  30-deg-phase  frequency,  the  criterion  for  our  hypothesis  about 
human  motion  sensing  discussed  above,  is  at  0.69  rad/rec).  The  authors  of  Ref.  A-13  recommend, 
for  first-order  washouts  on  roll-only  simulators,  an  attenuation  factor  of  0.5-0.7  and  break  frequency 
of  03-0.5  rad/sec. 

In  terms  of  tracking  performance,  the  results  of  the  simulation  of  Ref.  A-15  concur  with  the 
attenuation  factor  from  Ref.  A-13.  The  Ref.  A'15  study  was  also  conducted  on  a  two-degree-of- 
freedom  (either  pitch  and  roll  or  pitch  and  yaw)  simulator.  Two-axis  compensatory  tracking  was 
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Figure  A-4.  Motion  Filten  Evaluated  on  RoU-Onfy  Tracking 
Experiment  of  Ret  A-14 
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conducted  for  varying  levek  of  gain  with  no  motion  washouts.  Normalized  mean  square  tracking 
errors  in  both  pitch  and  yaw  for  the  no-motion  case  were  well  above  those  for  full  motion,  with  a 
consistent  improvement  in  tracking  as  motion  amplitude  was  increased.  Negligible  differences  in 
tracking  error  were  found  for  increases  above  about  50  percent  of  full  motion. 

Reference  A-16  reports  on  a  two-degree-of-ffeedom  (pitch  and  roll)  evaluation  of  second-order 
washouts  on  a  hexapod-type  simulator.  This  experiment  again  involved  tracking  of  artificial 
disturbances,  generated  by  a  sum-of-sines  forcing  function  in  pitch  and  roll,  with  washout  filter 
damping  of  unity  and  break  frequencies  of  0.1,  0.25,  and  OJ  rad/sec  (fixed-base  evaluations  were 
included  for  reference).  The  gain  on  roll  was  unity  as  well;  measured  dynamics  in  Ref.  A-16  indicate 
that  the  simulator’s  pitch  response  was  amplified  by  about  1.4  at  high  frequencies.  Total 
displacements  on  the  simulator  were  limited,  with  only  about  ±20  deg  maximum  from  center  in  either 
pitch  or  roll  (strut  throw  of  ±11  in.).  Compression  of  struts  to  transmit  motions  in  one  axis  would 
further  limit  the  available  travel  in  the  other  axis.  The  aircraft  model  was  based  on  a  DC-9  in  landing 
configuration  and  therefore  was  relatively  slow  in  responding.  As  a  result  of  these  factors,  the  overaO 
observations  should  be  taken  to  represent  a  fairty  low-bandwidth  operation. 

The  only  data  in  Re£  A-16  consist  of  quantitative  measures  of  pQot  describing  functions  (gain, 
effective  lead  time  constant,  and  effective  time  delay)  and  performance  measures  (nos  errors).  Very 
little  effect  of  washout  break  frequency  was  found  in  going  from  0.1  to  025  to  0.5  rad/sec,  there  was 
a  slight  tendency  for  lowered  pilot  gain  and  increased  lead,  but  no  consistent  trends  were  found. 
There  was,  however,  a  large  difference  between  the  moving-base  cases  and  the  fixed-base  situation, 
s<diere  overall  pilot  performance  was  considerably  degraded.  Based  on  these  results.  Ref.  A-16 
suggests  that  second-order  rotational  washouts  with  break  frequencies  as  high  as  0.5  rad^  (for  the 
specific  filters  and  effective  lags  of  the  simulator,  this  corresponded  to  a  30  deg  phase  distortion 
frequency  of  1.4  rad^ec)  will  not  cause  any  substantial  change  in  pilot  performance.  Pilot  effort  was 
addressed  in  Ret  A-16  by  asking  the  pflots  to  rate  their  effort  required  for  pitch  and  roil  control 
Ttote  ratings  show  some  increase  in  effort  as  washout  is  increased,  but  no  pilot  complained  of 
disoomfort  or  disorientation,  even  for  the  highest  washout  (perhaps,  again,  influenced  by  the  limited 
travel  available). 

2.  Linear  Acceleration  Scaling  and  Washouts 

For  the  evaluation  of  linear  accelmtion  motion  cueing,  it  is  dearty  necessary  to  have  a  fadlity 
capable  of  producing  substantial  accelerations  to  begin  with.  This  eliminates  a  considerable  number 
of  simulators;  of  currently  operational  simulators,  only  two  have  reasonably  large  translational  degrees 
of  freedom:  the  VMS  at  NASA  Ames  Research  Center,  and  the  Large-Amplitude  Multimcxle 
Aerospace  Researdi  Simulator  (LAMARS)  at  Wright-Patterson  AFB,  OH.  The  VMS  has  a  set  of 


A-14 


interchangeable  cabs,  mounted  on  a  gtmbal  for  rotational  motions.  The  entire  cab-plus-gimbal 
assembfy  a  thmi  mounted  on  a  beam  with  ±30  ft  of  vertical  and  ±20  ft  of  horizontal  travel 
Depending  upon  cab  orientation,  the  horizontal  travel  can  be  used  to  provide  either  longitudinal  or 
lateral  displacements;  travel  in  the  other  direction  is  limited  to  ±4  ft  The  LAMARS  is  a  fighter-type 
cockpit  mounted  in  a  cab  on  a  20-ft  cantilevered  beam  that  produces  Ove  degrees  of  freedom.  Travel 
vertically  and  horizontal^  is  limited  at  ±10  ft 

Other  simulators  that  have  been  decommissioned,  but  that  produced  useful  data,  include  the 
Flight  Simulator  for  Advanced  Aircraft  (FSAA),  the  Six-Degree-of-Freedom  (or  S.01)  simulator,  and 
the  Height  Control  Test  Apparatus  (HCTA),  all  of  vdiich  were  at  NASA  Ames.  Some  data  may  be 
obtained  (with  great  care  and  consideration)  from  other  valid,  but  limited-travel  simulatois,  such  as 
the  Wual/Motion  Simulator  (VMS)  at  NASA  Langley,  and  the  UTIAS  research  simulator  at  the 
University  of  Toronto.  Data  from  these  hexapod-type  cabs  will  be  heavily  influenced  by  the  fact  that 
the  best  possible  acceleration  information  is  still  mitigated  since  the  resulting  velodties  and 
disidacements  must  be  removed  very  quidcty  to  avoid  hitting  software  and  hardware  limits.  In 
addition,  transmission  of  linear  accelerations  will  be  affected  Ity  strut  compression  or  extension 
required  to  transmit  rotational  accelerations  (Le.,  if  most  of  the  travel  is  already  commanded  for 
banking,  little  will  be  available  for  a  vertical  acceleration  command). 

Refemce  A-17  contains  the  results  of  a  very  brief  (one-day)  evaluation  on  the  FSAA  of 
rcdl/mqr  requirements  for  helicopter  simulation.  In  addition,  some  tentative  design  criteria  are  given 
in  Ret  A-17  for  specifying  the  motion  fidelity  for  simulators  in  terms  of  phase  distortion  and  gain 
measured  at  a  frequency  of  1  radAtec  (selected  because  this  is  the  approximate  frequency  ubere 
motion  sensing  by  the  semicircular  canals  is  best).  These  criteria  are  shown  in  Eg.  A-S  (along  with 
recommendations  from  another  source,  discussed  below).  It  is  important  to  recognize  that  the  gain 
plotted  on  Eg.  A-S  is  the  gain  at  one  radian  per  second,  not  the  scaling  factor  for  the  washout  filter. 
Drawn  on  Fig.  A-5  are  the  characteristia  of  first-  and  second-order  washouts,  with  unity  motion 
*«^H"g  gain,  as  a  function  of  break  frequenty.  Note,  for  example,  that  a  first-order  washout  with  a 
break  frequent  of  0.5  rad/tec  (suggested  above  as  an  approximate  reasonable  limit)  is  just  at  the 
edge  of  the  "HIGH"  motion  fidelity  region  for  both  rotational  velocity  and  specific  force. 

The  points  labeled  A,  B,  Q  and  D  were  evaluated  by  one  pilot  for  precision  hover  and  60-kt  S- 
tum  tasks.  The  pilot  was  asked  to  rate  his  impressions  of  the  motion  cues  rdative  to  the  visual  scene. 
An  additional  frnir  cases  were  flown  at  point  D,  with  reduced  swty  motion  gains  from  the  initial  1.0 
to  0.6, 0.4, 02,  aixl  0.  This  effectively  reduced  the  travel  of  the  simulator  laterally;  for  unity  gain  the 
reoowmed  side  force  is  due  to  lateral  translation  as  it  is  in  actual  flight,  whfle  zero  sway  gain  produces 
a  purefy  rcdling  simulator  in  whkh  the  recovered  side  force  transmitted  to  the  pilot  is  due  entirely 
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to  tilting  the  cab.  The  results  of  this  brief  experimem  are  summarized  in  Table  A-2.  The  pflot 
cfwnmgntg  ^nerally  support  the  division  of  regions  on  Hg.  A-5. 

A  roU-swiy  experiment  was  conducted  on  the  LAMARS  simulator  to  investigate  pilot 
performance  and  opinion  for  target  tracking  in  the  presence  of  disturbances.  The  results  of  this  study 
are  docuinented  fully  in  Ref.  A-13  and  in  more  concise  form  in  Ref.  A-8.  The  fixed-wing  aircraft 
model  was  designed  to  provide  perfect  turn  coordination  (ay  —  0)  flight,  and  the  roll  motions  of  the 
LAMARS  were  washed  out  through  a  first-order  filter  with  unity  gain  and  a  break  frequency  of  0.4 
rad^ec. 


TABLE  A-2.  SUMMARY  OF  FSAA  TEST  RESULTS 
(From  Ref.  A-17) 


Ccmditkm 

(taJjiec) 

K^Y 

Maximum 
lateral 
Travel  (ft) 

Pilot  Comment 

A 

0.4 

033 

1.0 

±36* 

Acceptable  rolling  impression  with 
coordinated  sensation.  Limits  felt 

B 

0.2 

033 

1.0 

±36* 

Acceptable  rolling  impression  with  coor¬ 
dinate  sensation.  L^tsfelt 

C 

0.2 

0.67 

1.0 

Illusion  of  motion  appears  subdued  but 
is  stfll  acceptable.  Grod  turn  coordina¬ 
tion. 

D 

0.4 

0.67 

1.0 

±26 

Acceptable  rolling  impression.  Turn 
coordination  and  side  force  buildup  in 
slips  is  felt 

D1 

a4 

0.67 

0.6 

±  16 

Not  much  different  from  Case  D. 

D2 

a4 

a67 

0.4 

±  12 

Feels  more  subdued  and  can  notice 
”|erkmess." 

D3 

0.4 

OSJ 

03 

Poor  turn  coordination:  Feels  like 
lateral  turbulence. 

D4 

0.4 

0.67 

0 

Noticeably  poor  turn  coordination  that 
is  difficult  to  correct 

*  Lateral  axis  encountering  limits  of  ±  36  ft 
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The  simulation  setup  ami  results  from  Ret  A-13  are  summarized  in  Fig.  A-6.  The  results  are 
shown  graphkally  on  a  crossplot  of  sway  motion  scaling  factor,  versus  washout  frequency,  oy 
(washout  damping  was  constant  at  0.7).  A  region  of  acceptable  sway  motions  was  identified  based 
on  pilot  comments;  this  region  is  actually  much  larger  than  shown,  including  much  of  the  area  that 
was  not  testable  due  to  the  travel  limits  on  the  LAMARS.  The  various  regions  on  Fig.  A-6  have 
been  reinterpreted  in  terms  of  gain  and  phase  distortion  at  1  rad/sec,  consistent  with  Ref.  A-17,  and 
were  included  as  hatched  areas  on  the  right  side  of  Fig.  A-S  (the  roll  washout  lies  in  the  high-motion- 
&lelity  region  for  rotational  velocity).  The  acceptable  region  of  Fig.  A-6  roughly  corresponds  to  the 
medium-  and  high-fidelity  areas  in  Fig.  A-5.  The  low-fidelity  region  in  Fig.  A-5  is  further  identified 
Ity  the  Fig.  A-6  results  as  being  due  to  either  delayed  side  forces  (high  phase  distortion  due  to  rapid 
washout)  and  a  condition  known  as  *the  leans*  (low  translational  gain  resulting  in  almost  pure 
rotation  and  a  feeling  of  leaning  in  the  seat  straps  during  turns). 

The  Ames  Height  Control  Test  Apparatus  was  a  simulator  with  only  one  degree  of  fieedom, 
vertical,  with  displacements  of  ±40  ft  The  experiment  of  ReL  A-18  investigated  the  importance  of 
acoeleratkm  cues  for  visual  approach  and  landing  of  a  large  transport  aircrafL  The  only  direct 
feedback  to  the  pilots  of  touchdown  performance  was  the  combination  of  visual  and  motion  cues. 
Three  configurations  were  evaluated;  one  represented  a  stable  airplane  with  good  flying  qualities, 
udtile  the  other  two  had  degraded  ttynamics  including  instabilities.  Second-order  washouts  with  unity 
gain  were  used  for  vertical  motion;  damping  was  constant  at  0.7  vliile  frequency  was  varied  from  0.2 
to  1.4  rad/wc.  The  evaluations  were  also  performed  fixed-base.  The  onfy  performance  information 
reported  in  Ref.  A-18  is  aircraft  sink  rate  at  touchdown. 

Figure  A-7  shows  the  results  of  the  Ref.  A-18  e3q)erimenL  The  sink  rates  in  Fig.  A-7  represent 
averages  from  four  pilots  and  several  landings  following  training  runs;  thus  the  changes  in  sink  rate 
are  pq>ected  to  be  due  primarily  to  the  feedback  provided  to  the  pflots  from  earlier  runs.  For  the 
good  airplane  (Configuration  1)  there  was  little  change  in  sink  rate  as  washout  frequency  was  varied, 
including  the  no-motkm  case.  For  the  two  bad  configurations  (Configurations  2  and  3),  however, 
fiieie  is  both  an  incremental  degradation  from  the  good  airplane  and  a  rapid  deterioration  in  sink  rate 
above  a  break  frequenqr  of  about  0.5  rad/MC.  These  data  suggest  that  1)  tlm  influence  of  washout 
frequency  is  much  more  important  vriien  the  djynamics  of  the  vehicle  under  consideration  are  bad,  and 
2)  the  break  frequency  for  second-order  washouts  should  not  exceed  03  to  0.5  rad/sec. 

Similar  results  were  obtained  in  a  simulation  on  the  Ames  VMS  and  reported  in  Ref.  A-7.  A 
model  of  the  XV-15  tilt-rotor  aircraft  was  Down  Uirough  nap-of-the-earth  and  bobup  tasks  by  four 
pilots.  In  this  case  the  vertical-axis  washout  frequent  was  set  at  03, 03,  and  13  rad/sec  for  a  second- 
order  washout  (unity  gain,  damping  ratio  of  0.7)  and  the  vertical-axis  (collective  control)  handling 
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qualitKS  of  the  XV>15  model  were  degraded.  Results  consist  of  Cooper-Harper  Handling  Qualities 
Ratings  (HQRs,  Ref.  A-19),  as  shown  in  Hg.  A-8.  This  Ggure  shows  that  the  ratings  were  relatively 
insensitive  to  washout  firequen^  for  the  nominal  XV-IS  (circle  symbols).  As  the  collective  response 
is  degraded  at  any  value  of  washout,  the  expected  degradation  in  ratings  occurs.  This  degradation, 
however,  is  not  uniform,  i.e.,  the  relative  degradation  is  much  greater  at  a  washout  frequency  of  1.8 
rad^  than  at  0.2  rad^ec.  These  results  support  the  observation  made  from  Hg.  A-7,  that  motion 
is  much  more  important  when  handling  qualities  are  degraded;  it  also  suggests  that  the  overall 
msessment  of  degraded  configurations  may  be  artificial^  worsened  by  motion  cueing  interactions. 
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Figure  A-&  Variation  of  Pilot  Opinion  Ratings  of  Vehicle  Vertical-Response 
Handling  Qualities  with  Vertical-Motion  Fidelity  (From  ReL  A-7) 

D.  VISUAL/MOnON  SYNCHRONIZATION  STUDIES 

The  tyndironization  of  visual  scene  with  motion  response  is  important  for  pilot  comfort  and 
perfotmanoe.  Improvements  in  oomputer-generated  imagery  (OGI)  technology  have  reduced 
computational  tune  delqis  for  visual  displays  to  levels  wdl  below  the  effective  motion  delays  resulting 
from  drive  tystem  lags.  Furthermore,  vdiile  the  mass  and  inertia  of  the  simulator  make  it  impossible 
to  fully  compensate  for  the  drive  system  lags,  it  is  possible  to  provide  very  effective  lead  compensation 
in  the  visual  imagery  to  eliminate  virtually  all  computational  del^  in  the  frequent  range  of  piloted 
contnd  (Refr.  A-20  and  A-21).  Hius  it  is  possible,  for  frequencies  as  high  as  10-20  rad/sec,  to  have 
essentially  no  respcmse  delay  in  the  visual  tystem  while  there  ate  still  relatively  large  delays  in  motion. 
Obviousty  the  ideal  situation  is  one  in  which  both  visual  and  motion  responses  occur  simultaneously. 


A-21 


with  no  Hnw  delay.  The  important  issue  here,  however,  is  vdiether  it  is  better  to  synchronize  the 
visual  and  motin"  responses — even  if  this  might  mean  delaying  the  visual  scene  —  or  to  compensate 
both  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  —  even  if  this  means  a  large  visual/motion  mismatch. 

The  issue  of  visual/motion  ^chronization  has  been  addressed  by  several  investigators. 
Unfortunately,  as  with  many  of  the  motion  studies,  the  simulators  used  were  not  always  capable  of 
providing  latge-amplitude  motion  to  begin  with,  so  it  is  not  always  clear  just  what  the  benefits  and 
penalties  really  ate.  Additional  complicating  factors  also  must  be  considered,  e.g.,  fidelity  of  the 
motion;  scene  complexity  and  fidelity;  task  design  and  difficulty;  dynamics  of  the  simulated  vehicle, 
etc.  The  following  are  a  few  of  the  more  significant  studies  and  their  key  findings. 

Reference  A-22  evaluated  four  visual/motion  combinations  on  the  NASA  Ames  Six-Degree-of- 
Freedom  (S.01)  simulator  for  a  single-axis  roil  compensatory  tracking  task.  No  washouts  or  gain 
reductions  were  used  in  the  simulator.  The  pilots  tracked  a  sum-of-sines  roll  disturbance  function 
displayed  on  a  television  monitor  in  the  cockpit,  and  v^e  performance  measures  such  as  pQot  ratings 
and  error  scores  were  obtained,  the  only  obvious  differences  between  configurations  were  in  the 
generation  of  pilot  phase  lead,  as  determined  from  describing-fiinction  data.  The  four  configurations, 
and  the  pilot  describing  functions  for  two  sets  of  aircraft  roll  (lynamics,  are  shown  in  Hg.  A-9. 
Overall  results  are  as  follows: 

•  Case  A:  Normal  visual  scene,  normal  motion  (motion  lagged  visual  1^  an  effective 
first-order  lag  of  l/(21s+l),  producing  a  visual^iotion  mismatch).  Baseline  case. 

•  Case  C:  Normal  visual  scene,  motion  compensated  to  match.  Best  case  overall  in 
terms  of  performance;  pflots  generated  lead  at  high  frequencies  when  compared  to  the 
baseline  case  (Hgs-  A-12b  and  A-12c). 

•  CaseB:  Normal  motion,  visual  lagged  by  l/(.21s+l)  to  remove  mismatch.  Less  high- 
frequency  pQot  lead,  overall  worst  flown,  similar  to  baseline. 

•  Case  D:  Motion  compensated  but  vuual  lagged  by  l/(21s+l)  to  produce  mismatch 
with  visual  lagging  motion,  opposite  that  of  the  baMlink  Performance  (errors)  poor, 

X  but  pilot  describing  functions  very  close  to  normal  visual  /compensated  motion  case. 

The  observations  from  the  above  are  that  1)  it  is  better  to  have  motion  lag  visual  (Case  A)  than 
to  intentionaUy  lag  the  visual  just  to  reduce  mismatch  (Case  B);  and  2)  in  terms  of  pilot  high- 
frequency  lead  generation,  motion  compensation  is  mate  important  than  visual  compensation  (Case 
D  vs.  Case  A). 

Reference  A-23  also  investigated  visual/motion  mismatch  for  a  vertical  punuit  tracking  task  (a 
target  airplane  flew  a  vertical  path  driven  by  a  sum  of  unes  signal),  with  a  secondary  task  (tapping 
a  metal  kneepad  with  a  s^us)  added  to  assure  full  pQot  workload.  Three  airplane  configurations  and 
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Figure  A-9.  Vaual^otkm  Momatch  Study  of  Reference  A-22 
(RoD  Trackiiig  Study  on  NASA  Ames  S.01) 


A-23 


four  motion  sets  were  evaluated.  The  motion  sets  consisted  of  fixed-base,  full  motion,  full  motion 
with  heave  removed,  and  angular-only  motion.  The  simulator  used  was  the  NASA  Langl^ 
Visual/Motion  Simulator;  the  limited  travel  of  the  simulator  required  use  of  a  second-order  washout 
in  the  heave  axis,  but  no  washouts  were  used  in  pitch,  and  the  surge,  sway,  and  yaw  degrees-of- 
freedom  were  set  to  zero  for  all  runs.  Time  delays  were  introduced  in  increments  of  0.03125  sec, 
since  this  was  the  update  rate  of  the  digital  computer  used  to  drive  both  visual  and  motion.  The 
estimated  delay  for  the  baseline  visual  camera-model  system  was  0.047  sec,  and  the  estimated  delay 
for  the  motion  system  pitch  and  roll  responses  about  0.097  sec.  The  total  delay  for  heave  motion 
was  approadmately  0.14  sec.  Visual  and  motion  delays  were  introduced  as  "units,”  where  one  unit 
equab  0.Q312S  sec,  with  most  of  the  runs  performed  for  units  of  0, 2, 4, 8, 12,  and  16.  Motion-system 
delay  effects  were  evaluated  onfy  with  an  initial  8  units  of  time  delay  in  the  visual  system,  and 
therefore  it  is  difficult  to  interpret  these  results.  The  more  meaningful  results  were  obtained  for 
variations  in  visual  time  delay  with  no  added  motion  del^. 

In  the  Ret  A-23  simulation  pflot  performance,  measured  in  terms  of  total  tracking  error  and 
control  activity,  begins  to  deteriorate  at  around  4  to  8  units  of  added  visual  delay  (total  delay  of  0.172 
to  0297  sec).  This  corresponds  to  a  visual/motion  mismatch  of  around  0.075  to  0200  sec,  compared 
with  the  pitch  and  roll  motion  responses.  Interestingly,  best  performance  was  achieved  in  almost 
every  case  udien  two  units  of  del^  (0.0625  sec)  were  added  to  the  visual  system.  This  de%  resulted 
in  a  total  visual  delay  of  0.110  sec  ->  very  near  the  pitch/roll  motion  delay  of  0.097  sec.  In  other 
words,  in  terms  of  errors,  the  best  condition  was  when  the  mismatch  between  visual  and  motion  was 
minimized.  Tliis  result  says  that  it  is  better  to  delay  the  visual  response  slightly  to  match  motion,  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  Ref.  A-22  result  above,  although  it  must  be  noted  that  the  improvement  in 
performance  in  the  Ref.  A-23  experiment  was  quite  smalL 

It  was  also  found  in  the  Ref  A-23  study  that  vdien  visual/motion  mismatch  exceeded  about  6 
units  (0.187  sec),  the  subjects  tended  to  become  nauseated. 

\  Reference  A-24  reports  on  a  studjy  of  motion/visual  mismatch  conducted  on  a  moving-base 
auttunobile  driving  simulator  at  Virginia  Tech.  Several  physical  and  physiological  measures  of 
performance  woe  obtained  from  subjects  driving  a  simulated  standard  car,  the  simulator  used 
computer-generated  visual  imageiy  with  a  four-degree-of-freedom  motion  base  (roll,  yaw,  surge,  and 
sway).  Time  delays  of  0, 0.17,  and  034  sec  were  added  to  either  or  both  of  the  visual  and  motion 
^tems.  The  conclusions  from  this  experiment  were  similar  to  those  of  Ref  A-23:  1)  that  visual 
delsy  was  more  detrimental  to  performance  and  feelings  of  uneasiness  than  was  motion  delay,  and 
2)  in  the  case  of  a  visual/motion  mismatch,  it  was  better  to  have  visual  lead  motion  than  vice  versa. 
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Different  results  were  found  for  the  Air  Force’s  Advanced  Simulator  for  Undergraduate  Pilot 
Training  (ASUFT),  Ref.  A-25.  This  simulator  employed  a  computer-generated  visual  scene  with  a 
^nergistic  six-leg  motion  base  and  a  g-seat.  The  time  delays  in  the  motion  system  were  excessive, 
measured  1^  step  inputs  to  be  between  249  and  383  msec  depending  on  the  timing  of  the  input  By 
contrast,  the  visual  system  responded  with  a  total  delay  between  193  and  260  msec.  It  was  found  that 
compensation  of  the  visual  scene  to  account  for  only  67  msec  of  the  visual  delays,  resulting  in  a  total 
visual  delqr  of  126-193  msec,  "significantly  improved  the  pilot’s  ability  to  perform  the  formation  flying 
task  in  the  simulator."  The  mismatch  between  visual  and  motion  was  even  larger  with  the 
compensation,  ranging  from  123  to  190  msec.  This  significant  improvement  for  a  relatively  small 
reduction  in  visual  delays  may  more  reflect  the  detrimental  effect  of  such  large  time  delays  to  begin 
with,  rather  than  suggest  that  visual  delj^  should  be  compensated  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
regardless  of  the  motion  delays.  Further,  what  was  not  investigated  was  the  possibly  positive  impact 
of  reducing  the  motion  delays  so  that  they  more  nearfy  matched  the  visual  delays.  Based  on  the  other 
studies  dted  above,  it  seems  likely  that  this  would  have  produced  a  similar,  if  not  greater,  result 

The  general  observations  that  may  be  drawn  from  the  foregoing  are  that  1)  it  is  better  to  have 
visual  lead  motion,  rather  than  motion  lead  visual;  2)  when  motion  time  del^  is  small,  it  may  be  best 
to  qmchronize  the  visual  and  motion  responses  rather  than  attempt  to  remove  all  visual  delays  via 
compensation;  3)  when  the  delays  in  both  visual  and  motion  are  significant,  even  a  small  amount  of 
compensation  to  the  visual  ^tem  may  result  in  a  large  improvement  in  performance;  and  4)  excessive 
visual/motion  mismatches  (on  the  order  of  187  msec  or  more)  should  be  avoided  to  minimirw 
potential  for  kinetosis. 

E.  SELECTION  OF  THE  BASELINE  AND  MODIFIED  WASHOUTS 

The  two  sets  of  motion  washout  parameters  evaluated  in  this  simulation  were  devised  to  produce 
different  forms  of  motion  sensations  for  the  pilot  The  following  describes  the  procedures  followed 
in  developing  each  of  these  sets  of  motion  dynamics. 

L  BascliacSel 

The  Baseline  motion  parameters  were  very  similar  to  motion  (fynamics  used  in  most  low-speed 
hdioopter  simulations  on  the  VMS.  The  philosophy  at  Ames  in  selecting  motion  gains  and  washouts 
has  generally  been  to  emphasize  motion  onsets  (initial  accelerations),  since  it  is  hnpov  ible  to  transmit 
accelerations  in  the  VMS  environment  Thus  the  Baseline  ^tem  was  comprised  of 
relative^  h^^  response  gains  with  moderately  large  washout  filters. 
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The  initial  set  of  gains  and  washouts  was  identical  to  that  used  in  a  previous  simulation  (Ref. 
A-26).  To  assure  that  this  was  a  representative  set  of  parameters,  Mr.  Richard  Bray,  who  had 
recently  retired  from  NASA,  volunteered  to  assist  in  the  adjustment  of  the  Baseline  dynamics. 
Portions  of  several  simulation  sessions  were  devoted  to  evaluations  by  various  pilots  of  the  Baseline 
set,  with  modiGcations  by  Mr.  Bray  as  needed  to  provide  a  set  of  motion  dynamics  that  fulfilled  the 
objectives  without  unnecessary  trips  of  the  motion  software  limits.  Once  this  process  was  completed, 
the  Baseline  gains  and  washouts  were  used  for  formal  evaluations  with  no  further  changes. 

2.  Modifled  Set 

The  ModiGed  set  of  gains  and  washouts  was  devised  iteratively,  using  a  combination  of  piloted 
evaluations  and  tailoring  of  the  frequency  responses  of  the  simulator  to  achieve  the  characteristics 
outlined  below.  The  techniques  used  in  identifying  the  cab  motion  frequency  response  are  described 
in  Appendix  B.  Several  sessions  were  devoted  to  this  endeavor,  usually  reqiiiring  an  extensive  period 
of  non-pfloted  perturbations  of  the  cab,  generation  of  frequency  response  plots,  and  analysis  of  the 
plots  to  plan  adjustments  to  the  gains  and  washouts.  Following  this,  a  pOoted  evaluation  of  the  new 
set  of  gains  would  be  performed. 

The  goal  of  the  ModiGed  design  was  a  set  of  motion  parameters  that  minimized  the  phase 
distortion  between  the  desired  (aircraft  model)  and  actual  (cab)  frequency  responses.  No  formal 
criteria  were  adopted  at  the  outset  of  this  exercise;  the  two  primary  objectives  were  to  attempt,  as 
weU  as  possible,  to  reduce  the  phase  differential  to  30  deg  or  less  in  the  frequency  range  from  1  to 
S  rad/sec,  and  to  make  a  set  of  responses  that  were  clearly  different  from  the  Baseline.  Since  this 
was  intended  to  be  an  exploratory  study,  with  a  more  complete  evaluation  planned  for  a  follow-on 
simulation,  it  was  decided  that  the  emphasis  would  be  on  the  cab  responses  in  the  directions  of 
greatest  displacement,  Le.,  heave,  roll,  and  sway.  Most  of  the  development  time  was  devoted  to  roll 
and  heave;  only  a  brief  investigation  was  conducted  for  pitch  (due  to  the  limited  displacements  in 
pitch  and  surge  on  the  VMS),  and  there  was  no  attempt  to  modify  the  yaw  response  from  the 
Baseline  set  Sway  dynamics  were  not  investigated  in  any  depth  since  the  Baseline  sway  response  is 
designed  primarily  to  transmit  proper  tilt  cues,  and  this  was  desired  for  the  ModiGed  response  as  well 

3.  Comparison  of  Motion  Washouts  With  Proposed  Limits 

Several  possible  limits  on  motion  washouts  were  discussed  earlier  in  this  appendix.  These  limits 
include  the  following:  1)  for  Gist-  or  second-order  Glteis,  gain  of  Oii  or  greater  with  washout  break 
frequency  of  no  more  than  03-0J  rad/sec;  2)  phase  distortion  of  30  deg  or  less  over  the  frequent 
range  from  about  03  to  6  rad/sec;  and  3)  gain  reduction  and  phase  distortion  within  the  high-motion- 
Gdelity  boundaries  of  Fig.  A-S.  As  Fig.  A-10  shows,  the  Grst  and  third  of  these  limits  are 
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quite  closely  related:  a  Grst-order  filter  with  a  break  frequency  of  0^  rad/sec  and  gain  greater  than 
03  (plotted  on  the  left  part  of  Fig.  A-10)  corresponds  almost  exactly  to  the  high-motion-fidelity 
boundaiy,  while  a  second-order  filter  with  damping  of  0.707,  frequency  of  0.3  rad/sec  and  gain  greater 
than  03  includes  the  high-fidelity  limit,  and  a  part  of  the  medium-Gdelity  region,  for  speciGc  force 
(plotted  on  the  right  part  of  Fig.  A-10). 

Figure  A-10  shows  the  locations  of  the  Baseline  and  ModiGed  motion  washout  Glters  Grom  the 
simulation.  With  the  exception  of  yaw  rate  (where  there  was  no  attempt  at  modifying  the  response) 
and  sway  (where  the  only  change  was  a  reduction  in  gain),  all  of  the  modiGed  washouts  are 
characterized  a  signiGcant  reduction  in  both  phase  distortion  and  gain.  It  is  signiGcant  to  note  that 
in  going  from  the  Baseline  washouts  to  the  ModiGed  set,  there  has  been  a  direct  tradeoff  of  gain  for 
phase.  This  is  a  consequence  of  the  motion  displacement  limits  of  the  VMS  —  it  is  simpfy  not 
possible  to  reduce  phase  distortion  without  giving  up  some  high-frequency  gain. 

4.  Comparison  of  Motion  Washouts  l^th  Human  Motion  Sensing  Models 

The  boundaries  of  Fig.  10  may,  with  some  minor  adjustments,  be  a  valid  method  for  assessing 
simulation  motion  Gdelify.  These  boundaries  effectively  state  how  far  the  simulated  motion  may  be 
from  real-world  motion  without  adversely  affecting  motion  Gdelity.  Since  we  are  ultimately  interested 
in  the  pilot’s  perception  of  motion,  however,  it  is  also  useful  to  consider  the  Gdelify  of  motion  by 
comparing  simulated  motion  with  the  subjective  sensations  of  motion.  Given  the  impossibilify  of 
replicating  real-world  motion,  it  seems  reasonable  to  allow  for  differences  at  those  frequencies  where 
the  pilot  is  least  likely  to  be  aware  of  them.  For  this,  we  use  the  models  for  the  human  vestibular 
fystem  discussed  earlier  (Figs.  A-1  and  A-2). 

Figure  A-11  shows  frequentfy  responses  of  roil  rate,  pitch  rate,  and  vertical  acceleration  for  the 
vestibular  fystem  and  for  the  Baseline  and  ModiGed  motion  washouts.  Since  we  know  that  there  are 
inherent  lags  in  the  VMS  motion  drives  (see  Appendix  B),  and  that  these  lags  can  be  approximated 
reasonabfy  well  by  pure  time  debys,  the  washout  model  responses  in  Fig.  A-11  include  the  effective 
time  delays  for  the  VMS  (70  msec  in  roU  and  {ntch  and  160  msec  in  heave).  (Appraximations  are 
used  in  Kg.  A-11  for  convenience;  the  measures  of  the  motion  responses  described  below  were 
extracted  from  measured  frequent  responses  in  Appendix  B  for  all  but  sway.) 

The  roll  rate  responses  (Fig.  A-1  la)  exemplify  the  magnitude  and  phase  differences  introduced 
in  the  VMS  by  the  combination  of  washouts  and  delays.  As  described  earlier,  the  response  of  the 
semicircular  canals  to  a  roll  rate  is  effectively  a  Grst-order  washout  at  low  frequencies  and  a  lag  at 
high  frequencies.  On  the  VMS  the  motion  washout  is  a  second-order  Glter,  the  break  frequency  for 
the  Baseline  fystem  (0.7  rad/sec)  is  well  above  the  vestibular  washout,  resulting  in 
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Rgure  A-11.  Comparison  of  Frequenqr  Responses  of  Human  Vestibular  Syston 
Motion  Washout  mters  (Washout  FDten  Include  VMS  Response  Delays) 
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rcducUons  in  amplitude  at  low  to  mid  frequencies  (approximately  0^  to  1  rad/sec)  and  a 
significant  difference  up  to  about  2  rad/sec.  By  contrast,  the  Modified  washout,  with  a  lower 
break  frequency  of  03  rad/sec,  attenuates  amplitude  at  ail  frequencies  but  with  much  less  phase 
distortion,  resulting  in  reasonable  correspondence  with  the  subjective  response  at  frequencies  above 
about  0.6  rad/sec.  Pitch  rate,  Rg.  A-llb,  is  very  similar  to  roll  rate. 

There  is  an  even  greater  phase  difference  between  the  pilot’s  sensation  of  vertical  acceleration 
and  the  response  of  the  Baseline  motion  washout,  Rg.  A-llc.  In  this  case  the  gain  reduction  is  not 
great,  but  the  phasing  is  incorrect  at  almost  all  frequencies:  the  simulator  correctly  represents  real- 
world  phase  at  onfy  a  single  frequency  (2  rad/sec),  and  lags  even  the  pilot’s  perception  of  motion 
above  10  rad/sec.  The  Modified  washout  is  a  considerable  improvement  in  phase,  compared  to  either 
leal-world  phase  (Le.,  zero  degrees)  or  to  the  pilot’s  perceptions,  at  the  expense  of  magnitude  of 
response.  In  addition,  the  phase  angle  for  the  Modified  motion  washout  is  closest  to  both  the  real 
world  and  the  pilot’s  subjective  response  for  the  frequency  range  of  0.1  to  1  rad/sec  —  the  region 
wdiere  closed-loop  altitude  control  is  most  likety. 

The  frequency  responses  of  Rg.  A-11  suggest  that  an  alternative  to  the  "snapshot"  approach  of 
Rg.  A-10  is  needed  for  specifying  motion  requirements.  This  alternative  would  be  based  on  the 
30-deg  phase-distortion  limit  mentioned  earlier,  e.g.,  above  vdiat  frequent^  (or  over  what  range  of 
frequencies)  is  the  simulated  response  within  ±30  deg  of  some  reference  response?  For  the 
reference,  we  could  use  the  vestibular  ^tem  models,  as  in  Rg.  A-11,  but  since  there  are  other 
slightfy  difFerin£  forms  of  these  models,  it  makes  more  sense  to  simply  compare  the  simulated  motion 
as  a  phase  distortion,  as  is  done  for  Rg.  A-10.  Clearly,  phase  distortion  is  not  the  onfy  answer,  we 
still  need  some  measure  of  gain  attenuation.  For  this,  the  choice  of  1  rad/sec  for  angular  velocity, 
as  is  used  in  Rg.  A-10,  is  reasonable  since  it  is  in  the  middle  of  the  range  of  frequendes  of  highest 
pilot  percqition  of  motion  (e.g.,  Rg.  A-lla)  with  lowest  phase  distortion.  For  linear  acceleration  (or 
applied  specific  force),  however,  the  subjective  response  in  Rg.  A-llc  suggests  a  somewhat  lower 
reference  frequmi^,  near  03  xsd/sec.  Therefore,  a  possible  alternative  to  Rg.  A-10  h  a  crossplot  of 
gain  at  a  reference  frequency  (either  03  or  1  rad^)  vs.  minimum  phase  distention  frequency  (above 
which  phase  distortkm  is  less  than  30  deg). 

Rgure  A-12  shows  such  a  ciossplot  for  angular  velodfy  (Rg.  A-12a)  and  specific  force 
(1^  A-12b).  Bcfidey  addressing  the  pilot-centered  concerns  of  phase  distortion,  this  approach  has 
tnw«K*»r  distinct  advanuge  over  that  of  Fig.  A-10:  it  is  possible  to  further  specify  upper  limits  on 
as  wen,  e-g.,  phase  roUoff  due  to  motion  lags  and  time  delays.  No  upper  limits  are  shown 
in  A-12;  the  development  of  such  limiu  wfll  require  further  eq)erimentation. 


A-32 


RMDIslortion  Less  than  30*.  Frequency  for  Phase  DIsloition  Less  than  3(r^ 

ejpd(redte)  ejpd(ra(i/^) 


tt)Af^jularVlBtocfy 


t)Sp§GllfCFOfC» 

Figure  A-12.  Proposed  Liouts  on  Motion  Hddity  Based 
on  Phase  Distortion  and  Gain 
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There  are  other  differences  between  the  phase-distortion-frequency  plots  of  Fig.  A-12  and  the 
frequency-specific  plots  of  Fig.  A-11.  For  example,  the  Medium-fidelity  line  in  Fig.  A-11  allows  60 
deg  of  phase  error  at  1  rad/sec,  corresponding  to  both  a  second-order  washout  at  2/3  rad/sec  and  a 
first-order  washout  at  1.73  rad/sec.  The  latter  number,  especially,  seems  quite  high  since  this  places 
the  breakpoint  in  the  middle  of  the  expected  piloted  crossover  frequency.  On  the  basis  of  frequency 
for  30  deg  of  phase  distortion.  Fig.  A-12,  this  first-order  washout  exhibits  excessive  distortion  up  to 
3  rad/sec,  or  above  the  expected  crossover  Crequen^.  The  first-  and  second-order  washouts  plot 
different^  on  Fig.  A-12,  vtith  phase-distortion  frequencies  of  3.0  and  1.9  rad/sec,  respectively.  Hence 
the  second-order  filter  may  in  fact  be  moderately  acceptable,  but  the  first-order  seems  unreasonable, 
even  dxnigh  these  washouts  have  the  same  amount  of  phase  distortion  at  1  rad/sec  (Hg.  A-11). 

The  limits  for  high  motion  fidelity  in  Fig.  A-12  (solid  boxes)  are  based  on  the  washout 
recommendations  in  this  appendix.  In  addition,  the  results  of  the  roll-sway  coordination  study  of  Ref. 
A-12  (Le,  Fig.  A-6)  suggest  that  a  relaxation  in  gain  from  OJ  to  03  may  be  acceptable.  Since  the 
Baseline  and  Modified  washouts  all  lie  outside  the  high-fidelity  region  (with  the  exception  of  heave), 
it  is  not  posable  to  determine  from  the  current  simulatmn  whether  these  limits  are  reasonable. 
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VERinCATION  OF  SIMULATION  FROM  FREQUENCY  RESPONSES 
A.  INTRODUCTION 

Three  forms  of  frequeiK^-respoose  identification  were  employed  during  the  simulation  to  verify 
the  models  and  to  determine  the  time  delays  in  the  Vertical  Motion  Simulator.  This  appendix 
describes  the  three  methods,  including  their  advantages  and  disadvantages,  and  shows  example  results 
from  each.  The  data  are  then  applied  to  determine  the  overall  time  delays  in  the  simulation, 
induding  visual  and  motion  system  delays. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  it  is  not  the  intent  of  this  appendix  to  present  a  thorough 
anafysis  of  frequency-response  identification  techniques,  nor  is  it  to  critique  the  dynamic  characteris¬ 
tics  of  the  VMS  facility.  Instead,  the  purpose  here  will  be  only  to  document  the  methods  used  to 
verify  the  major  elements  of  the  simulation  to  the  extent  required  to  gain  confidence  in  the  handling 
qualities  data  presented  in  the  main  body  of  this  report 

Most  of  the  information  presented  herein,  including  especially  the  timing  data  and  RSVP 
program  output,  is  due  to  the  contributions  of  Mr.  R.  E  McFarland  of  NASA  Ames  Research 
Center. 


B.  SOURCES  OF  TIME  DELAY  IN  THE  SIMULATOR 

The  time  delays  incurred  in  simulations  on  the  VMS  have  been  measured  in  the  past  by  various 
techniques,  and  most  of  these  measurements  have  been  subject  to  question  for  one  reason  or 
another.  Because  of  the  emphasis  on  time  delay  itself  in  the  test  plan  for  this  simulation,  it  was 
critical  that  an  accurate  assessment  of  time  delays  be  made  before  the  simulation  began.  To  this  end, 
prior  to  the  start  of  the  simulation  a  series  of  timing  charts  was  generated,  along  with  the  plans  for 
m  online  frequenty-anafysis  program  to  measure  the  delays  (Refr.  B-1,  B-2,  and  B-3).  Figure  B-1 
is  a  syndironization  diagram  for  the  simulation,  showing  the  locations  and  types  of  known  time  delays 
throughout  the  VMS  facility.  This  chart  was  used  to  determine  compensation  required  with  one  of 
the  frequent-analysis  methods  and  was  used  as  a  reference  for  all  subsequent  analysis.  It  is 
described  in  detail  below. 

L  Kmwb  Dchqrs 

Most  of  the  sources  of  time  delay  in  the  VMS  are  known  delays  —  that  is,  they  are  purely 
frinctions  of  computer  cycle  time  and  hence  can  be  predicted  analytically  (and  verified  with  the  fre- 
queot't^ponse  software  described  below).  Several  elements,  however,  produce  unknown  amounts 
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SYNCHRONIZATION  OF  RUNDUM  SIGNALS  BY  RSVP.  version  1.2 
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Figure  B-1.  Sources  of  Known  Time  Delays  in  tii5  VMS  Facility,  and 
Synchronization  of  Measured  Signals  for  RSVP  (From  Ref.  B-3) 


of  delay  —  specifically  the  cockpit  feel  systems  and  the  motion  system  itself  —  and  these  must  be 
measured. 

The  most  obvious  of  the  known  delays  (IHg.  B-1)  is  computer  cycle  time,  T,  which  was  20  msec 
for  this  simulation.  As  Fig.  B-1  shows,  acceleration  signals  computed  by  the  math  model  software, 
w(t),  are  subject  to  a  20-msec  delay,  but  rates  and  positions,  v(t)  and  u(t),  are  not:  an  advancing- 
integration  algorithm  is  employed  in  the  software  to  provide  a  one-<^le  effective  time  lead  on  rate 
and  position  computations. 

Additional  known  delays  include  the  time  required  to  create  the  CGI  visual  image;  based  on 
Ref.  B-4,  the  total  time  for  computing  one  cycle  of  visual  image  is  rcGI  =  333  msec  (30  (^les/sec), 
and  it  takes  23*tcgI  to  generate  the  image  necessary  to  fill  one-half  of  the  lines  on  the  screens  in 
the  cockpit,  or  833  msec.  A  lead  compensation  algorithm  (Ref.  B-4)  is  used  to  effectively  remove 
this  time  delay  in  the  frequency  range  for  piloted  control  (e.g.,  below  approximately  20  rad/sec). 

Other  small  sources  of  delay  include  analog-to-digital  (A/D)  and  digital-to-analog  (D/A) 
interfaces,  as  weU  as  D/D  connections.  Generally,  these  delays  are  on  the  order  of  2-10  msec  and 
hence  are  within  measurement  error  by  most  measurement  methods. 

2.  UnkBOWB  Delays 

The  most  significant  sources  of  unknown  delay,  as  mentioned  above,  are  the  cockpit  force  feel 
^tems  and  the  VMS  motion  system.  No  detailed  measurements  of  the  feel  system  were  made; 
approximatioas  to  the  pitch  and  roll  feel-system  dynamics  were  made  based  on  pot  settings  for  the 
control  loaders,  as  documented  in  Section  II  of  the  report  Motion  ^tem  time  delays  are  critically 
important,  and  as  a  result  a  considerable  amount  of  attention  has  been  devoted  to  determining  the 
effective  time-delay  properties  of  the  VMS.  The  results  of  this  study  are  included  in  this  appendix. 

C  ONLINE  FREQUENCY  ANALYSIS  (RSVP) 

All  analysis  and  verification  of  the  models  that  was  conducted  during  the  course  of  the 
simulation  was  performed  with  software  developed  as  a  part  of  the  simulation.  This  software,  RSVP, 
Cor  RUNDUM  Spectral  Visualization  Program  (Refs.  B-2  and  B-3),  generates  and  applies  to  the 
simulation  a  sequence  of  Gaussian  noise  inputs  scaled  over  a  range  of  firequencies.  After  a  run  in 
any  one  axis  of  approximate^  two  minutes,  the  resulting  digital  time-history  data  was  transferred  to 
another  computer  for  analysis  hy  the  RSVP  software  and  final  graphical  output  from  an  Apple 
Macintosh  computer.  This  transfer  required  approximately  five  to  ten  minutes,  at  which  point  the 
simulation  could  continue  while  plots  were  generated  from  the  RSVP  results. 
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1.  ComctioBS  for  Time  Delay 


CXitput  from  RSVP  consisted  of  transfer  function  data,  which  were  then  presented  graphically 
in  the  form  of  Bode  plots  over  a  frequency  range  of  0.1  to  20  rad/sec.  RSVP  was  configured  to 
correct  the  responses  for  time  synchronization  differences  as  required  (Fig.  B-1)  to  properly  represent 
the  VMS  simulation  setup  and  place  all  of  the  responses  on  a  comparable  time  sequence,  referenced 
to  the  measured  cockpit  control  deflection  signal.  For  example,  as  Hg.  B-1  indicates,  the  measured 
motion  response  signals  incurred  exactly  the  same  time  delays  as  the  measured  reference  control 
signals,  Le.,  r  +  T  sec,  and  therefore  required  no  time  shifts.  By  contrast,  the  model  rate  and 
position  signals,  v(t)  and  u(t),  required  addition  of  a  time  delay  equivalent  to  one  cycle  of  the  main 
computer,  T,  to  remove  the  effect  of  the  one-cycle  advancing  integration  algorithm  mentioned  above, 
plus  a  delay  equivalent  to  the  measurement  delays  for  the  cockpit  control  signal,  r.  It  is  important 
to  note  that  Bg.  B-1  does  ogt  relate  all  signals  back  to  the  cockpit  signal;  rather,  th^  are  referenced 
back  to  the  sampled  control  inputs.  Since  RSVP  generated  frequence-response  plots  based  on 
control  inputs,  it  is  important  onfy  to  preserve  the  correct  relative  timing. 

It  was  not  possible  to  physically  measure  the  cockpit  visual  image  generation  response;  instead, 
the  command  from  the  main  computer  to  the  CGI  computer  was  recorded  and  a  total  time  delay  of 
113  msec  added.  This  represented  the  one-^le  delay,  T,  (20  msec)  for  advancing  integration  and 
the  measurement  deli^,  r,  (10  msec),  plus  83  msec  for  the  image  generation  (pipeline)  delay,  P 
(Rg.  B-1). 

The  RSVP-imposed  time  shifts  for  the  various  signals  are  indicated  within  the  double  box  in 
Bg.  B-1.  Subscripts  on  the  measured  signals  indicate  their  source  and  location  throughout  the  VMS 
facility.  For  example,  non-subscripted  variables,  e-g.,  6(t),  w(t),  v(t),  and  u(t),  are  all  model- 
referenced  signals;  a  d  subscript  (wd(t),  etc.)  reflects  motion  drive  command  signals;  an  m  subscript 
(wm(t),  etc.)  indicates  output  of  the  motion  system  itsell^  and  a  c  subscript  (uc(t))  indicates  output 

from  the  OGI  computer. 

\ 

2.  Liaattathms  of  RSVP  as  Inpkmcatcd 

As  implemented  for  this  simulation,  the  RSVP  software  had  several  limitations  that  precluded 
its  use  for  documenting  all  axes  of  response  for  all  configurations  evaluated.  The  version  of  RSVP 
aj^lied  in  the  simulation  was  a  new,  developmental  program,  and  time  limitations  prevented 
implementation  of  all  features  required  of  a  comprehensive  on-line  ana^is  package.  Following  this 
riffiMlation,  work  has  commenced  on  more  complete  analysis  and  verification  software  to  replace 
RSVP  as  a  standard  tool  for  all  future  simulations  on  the  VMS. 
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The  most  serious  limitation  to  RSVP  for  this  simulation  was  the  requirement  to  have  pitch  and 
roll  attitude  stabilization  for  the  helicopter  model.  Since  RSVP  applied  a  sequence  of  random  noise 
disturbances  to  the  math  model,  pitch  and  roll  Rate  Response-Types  could  not  be  analyzed,  since  the 
open-loop  inputs  forced  the  aircraft  away  from  trim  attitude  with  no  restoring  command.  All  analysis 
with  RSVP  was  thus  restricted  to  the  pitch  and  roll  Attitude  Response-Type  only.  This  was  not  true 
for  the  vertical-axis  and  yaw-axis  responses,  where  the  deviations  fiom  trim  position  and  rate  were 
linear  and  therefore  did  not  cause  the  model  to  crash. 

There  were  two  other  limitations  that  existed  at  the  time  of  the  simulation,  but  that  would  have 
correctable  given  development  time  that  was  not  available:  1)  RSVP  produced  valid  output  only 
down  to  about  O.S-1  rad/sec,  below  which  the  results  are  not  reliable.  This  was  generally  low  enough 
to  verify  model  responses  in  the  region  of  piloted  control,  but  not  for  other  uses,  for  example  to 
verify  break  frequencies  of  the  motion  washout  filters.  2)  There  was  no  measure  of  the  goodness  of 
the  data,  e.g.,  frequency  responses  of  input  and  output  power  or  coherency  between  output  and  input 
were  not  generated.  Thus,  confidence  in  the  data  is  highly  judgmental,  based  primarily  on  a 
combination  of  one’s  expectations  and  the  general  smoothness  of  the  frequency  responses.  Later 
verification  of  the  power  and  coherence  of  the  RSVP  data  was  performed  using  the  CIFER  software 
at  Ames  Research  Center  (e.g..  Ref.  B-S). 

Despite  these  shortcomings,  RSVP  was  extremely  valuable  as  an  online  design  and  analysis  tool, 
providing  the  ability  to  rapidly  evaluate  changes  in  aircraft  control  system  parameters  and  motion 
washouts  and  response  gains.  The  Modified  motion  system  (Appendix  A)  was  developed  through 
repeated  operation  of  RSVP  (in  combination  with  piloted  assessments). 

3.  Example  Output  from  RSVP 

RSVP  frequency  responses  were  generated  for  all  axes  of  control  for  the  Baseline  and  Modified 
motion  washout  sets,  as  well  as  for  added-delay  and  visual-compensation-off  cases.  Rather  than 
present  the  entire  set  of  responses  here,  an  example  set  will  be  shown  to  illustrate  the  output  from 
RSVP.  It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  most  data  below  03-1  rad/sec  in  these  data  plots  have 
low  coherence  and  thus  should  not  be  trusted. 

Figure  B-2  shows  the  responses  of  bank  angle  to  roll  commands  from  several  points  in  the 
simulation.  Figure  B-2a  compares  the  math  model  (ideal)  response,  ^/5a,  with  the  VMS  motion  drive 
command  signal,  response,  ^ASa-  >"*1^  oio^Icl  response  (square  symbols)  is  for  the 

ACAH  Response-Type  (corrected  by  30  msec  for  advancing  integration  and  measurement  delays,  t 
T,  as  indicated  Fig.  B-1).  From  Eg.  B-2a,  it  is  possible  to  verify  that  this  ^tem  has  a 
Bandwidth  of  4.0  rad/sec,  as  designed.  The  significant  low-frequency  phase  lead  between  the  math 
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§)  Responses  of  Matt!  Mo<M,  AMfon  Drive  Commend, 
endVMSCafbAMionFoHovinip 


Figure  B-2.  Example  Responses  from  RSVP  (Bank  Angle 
Response  to  Roll  Commands,  Baseline  Motion) 
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b)  R9sponses  ofMathandCGi 
(rBSOh/edto  cockpit  visual  image) 

Figure  B-2.  (Concluded) 
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model  and  both  the  VMS  motion  command  (solid  line  with  no  added  symbols)  and  motion  followup 
(circle  symbols)  represents  the  large  washouts  for  the  Baseline  set  (Again,  the  low-frequency  data 
should  not  be  trusted  too  heavily;  for  example,  the  apparent  "dip"  in  the  magnitude  curve  at  about 
0.4  rad/sec  is  an  artifact  of  the  measurement  and  did  not  actually  exist  in  the  motion  system.)  At  high 
frequencies,  the  phase  angle  of  the  motion  command  follows  the  math  model,  but  the  cab  cannot 
keep  up.  This  phase  difference  is  the  effective  time  delay  of  the  VMS  motion  system,  and  is 
discussed  in  more  detail  later  in  this  appendix.  The  difference  in  magnitudes  between  the  math 
model  and  the  motion  command  and  response  is  due  to  the  motion  gain. 

Figure  B-2b  shows  a  comparison  of  the  math  model  response  and  the  CGI  visual  image 
response,  the  latter  corrected  to  represent  the  cockpit  image  by  adding  the  pipeline  delay  P  =  83 
msec  (Fig.  B-1).  The  visual  image  response  overlays  the  math  model  almost  perfectly. 

4.  Development  and  Verification  of  Modified  Motion  Washouts 

As  mentioned  previously,  RSVP  was  most  valuable  in  developing  the  Modified  set  of  motion 
gains  and  washouts  evaluated  in  the  simulation.  Washout  frequencies  were  generally  set  based  upon 
a  goal  of  improving  the  phase  curve  matches  of  the  math  model  and  VMS  motion  responses  over  a 
frequency  range  of  approximately  1-5  rad/sec  (^pendix  A).  For  the  Baseline  motion  washouts, 
typical  of  past  rotorcraft  simulations  at  NASA  Ames,  the  phase  curves  of  model  and  motion  match 
over  only  a  small  range  (compare  4>  and  frequent^  responses  in  Fig.  B-2a)  due  to  the  large 
washouts  employed. 

With  the  lower  washout  frequencies  used  in  the  Modified  filters  the  mismatch  at  lower 
frequencies  is  reduced  (Fig.  B-3).  Iterative  application  of  RSVP,  with  alternating  piloted  evaluations, 
was  used  to  set  the  Modified  set  of  motion  washouts.  At  the  same  time,  the  reduction  in  washout 
frequencies  mandated  a  corresponding  reduction  in  motion  gains,  as  evidenced  by  comparing  the 
difference  in  magnitudes  between  math  model  and  motion  at  high  frequencies  for  the  Baseline 
(Rg.  B-2a)  and  Modified  (Hg.  B-3)  motion  washouts.  The  high-frequem^  phase  rolloff  is  unaffected, 
of  course,  since  it  is  a  result  of  the  mass  and  inertial  properties  of  the  motion  ^tem. 

5.  Vcrificatkni  of  Added  lime  Delays 

RSVP  was  used  to  verify  that  the  time-delay  circuitry  properly  injected  time  delays  into  the 
overall  simulation  (see  Section  II).  Figure  B-4  is  one  example  plot,  for  which  200  msec  of  time  delay 
has  been  added  to  the  ^tem.  (This  response  is  for  the  Modified  motion  filters  and  hence  should 
be  compared  with  Hg.  B-3).  While  there  has  been  no  change  in  the  magnitude  characteristics  in 
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Figure  B-3.  Responses  of  Bank  Angle  to  Roll  Commands  for 
Modified  Motion  S3fstem  (Compare  Fig.  B-2a) 
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Figure  B-4.  Effect  of  Added  ^  msec  Tune  Delay  on  Bank 
Angle  Responses  (Modified  Motion;  Compare  Ftg.  B-3) 
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Hg.  B-4,  the  phase  curves  all  show  a  consistent  rolloff  at  high  frequencies  that  corresponds  to  200  msec 
of  added  time  delay. 

6.  Verification  of  Visual  Compensation  Algorithm 

RSVP  responses  were  generated  for  the  CGI  visual  image  response  with  the  visual  compensation 
Alter  both  on  (as  for  Fig.  B-2b)  and  off.  Figure  B-5  is  one  example  of  the  response  with  the  Alter 
removed;  the  difference  in  phase  between  the  math  model  and  resolved  CGI  responses  is  83  msec, 
as  expected. 

D.  POST-SIMULATION  FREQUENCY  ANALYSIS 

Frequency-response  analysis  of  the  simulation  elements  was  continued  after  the  simulation  using 
Comprehensive  Identi  Acation  from  FrEquency  Responses  (CIFER)  software.  This  software,  developed 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Army  at  Ames  Research  Center  (Ref.  B-5),  uses  chirp-z  transform  (advanced 
fast-Fourier  transform)  techniques  to  determine  frequency  responses  from  time  response  data.  CIFER 
generates  output^put  frequency  responses,  as  well  as  numerous  cross-  and  auto-correlation  data,  plots 
of  input  and  output  power,  and  coherency. 

The  post-simulation  analysis  served  four  purposes:  1)  It  provided  an  independent  veriAcation 
of  the  RSVP  results.  For  this,  the  identical  time-history  data  used  by  RSVP  was  analyzed  with  CIFER 
and  similar  plots  were  generated.  2)  It  allowed  documentation  using  entirely  different  data  forms. 
For  this,  pilot-generated  frequency  sweeps  were  generated  and  analyzed  with  CIFER  for  comparison 
with  the  Gaussian-noise-generated  RSVP  data.  3)  It  allowed  for  veriAcation  of  the  dynamics  of  the 
Rate  Response-Types.  Since  only  ACAH  could  be  used  with  RSVP  without  causing  the  simulation 
to  crash,  analysis  of  the  angular  Rate  Response-Types  was  impossible.  Pilot-generated  sweeps,  however, 
could  be  easily  performed  for  these  systems,  since  the  pilots  could  inject  small  closed-loop  corrections 
on  top  of  their  sweeps  to  minimize  attitude  deviations  from  trim.  4)  It  provided  measurement  of  the 
goodness  of  the  RSVP  data  by  generating  power  and  coherence  plots  corresponding  to  the  RSVP 
plots.  For  example,  Fig.  B-6  is  typical  of  the  coherence  for  angular  rate  and  acceleration  responses 
for  Gaussian-noise-derived  signak  analyzed  by  CIFER.  As  this  plot  shows,  coherence  is  low  (below 
about  OB)  for  frequencies  below  about  0.6  rad^ec.  The  "dip"  in  coherence  in  Fig.  B-6  corresponds 
closely  to  the  dip  in  the  magnitude  plot  for  the  motion  re:.ponse  in  Fig.  B-2a. 

An  example  frequency  response  from  CIFER  for  a  pilot-generated  frequency  sweep  is  shown 
in  Rg.  B-7.  Thk  response  was  generated  by  concatenating  three  separate  sweeps  of  approximately 
70-90  sec  each.  A  60-sec  window  has  been  applied;  further  detailed  smoothing  and  windowing  is  possible 
(e.g..  Ref.  B-S),  but  was  not  performed  here,  since  the  primary  intent  was  to  verify  the  RSVP  results 
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IHgure  B*5.  Effect  on  CGI  Response  of  Removing  Visual 
Compensation  Filter  (Cbmpare  Fig.  B-2b) 
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Rgure  B-7.  Example  Output  From  Pilot-Generated  Roll  Frequent  Sweep 
of  Rate  Response-Type.  All  Signak  have  been  Adjusted  by  s'"  to 
Resolve  Responses  to  Effective  Bank  Angle  for  Comparison 

with  Rg.  B-2a 
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and  not  to  conduct  an  indepth  parameter  identification  analysis.  The  time-histoiy  responses  used  to 
generate  the  frequency  responses  of  I^g.  B-7  were  from  roll  rate  and  acceleration  measures,  but  have 
been  resolved  (l^  dividing  by  the  proper  power  of  s)  to  equivalent  bank  angle  responses  for  direct 
comparison  with  Fig.  B-2a.  Comparison  of  Figs.  B-2a  and  B-7  confirms  the  accuracy  of  the  RSVP 
results,  for  frequencies  above  0.6  rad/sec.  (The  gain  difference  between  the  two  plots  is  due  to  using 
different  pickoff  points  for  the  input  signals.) 

E.  EVALUATION  OF  THE  MOTION  SYSTEM  RESPONSE 

A  final  method  of  documentation  involved  application  of  software  developed  at  Ames  for 
measurement  of  the  motion  system  responses.  SAFE,  for  Six  Axis  Frequency  Evaluation  (Ref.  B-6), 
applies  a  sum  of  sinewaves  to  all  axes  simultaneously,  driving  only  the  motion  system.  Output  is  in 
the  form  of  magnitude  and  phase  at  the  sinewave  frequencies.  Thus  SAFE  is  a  measure  of  the  cab 
response  only,  and  cannot  be  used  to  verify  any  other  elements  of  the  simulation.  Still,  it  is  valuable 
since,  as  mentioned  earlier,  the  delays  in  the  motion  system  represent  significant  unknowns. 

SAFE  was  applied  to  the  motion  system  during  the  simulation.  The  results  are  presented  on 
Bode  plots  in  Fig.  B-8,  where  circles  are  magnitude  and  squares  are  phase  angle  at  the  11  discrete 
input  frequencies.  Ideally,  if  the  motion  system  had  no  mass  or  inertia,  the  frequency  responses 
would  have  unity  gain  (0  Db)  and  zero  phase  at  all  frequencies.  Instead,  the  linear  responses  show 
some  attenuation  (Le.,  magnitudes  less  than  0  dB)  and  the  angular  responses  have  amplification 
(magnitude  greater  than  0  dB),  with  evidence  of  phase  rolloff  in  all  cases.  The  importance  of  these 
data,  and  the  equivalent  time-delay  curves  sketched  on  Hg.  B-8,  is  discussed  in  the  next  section  of 
this  appendix. 

F.  ESTIMATES  OF  TIME  DELAYS  IN  THE  MOTION  SYSTEM 

Throughout  this  report  the  high-frequency  response  of  the  VMS  motion  system  has  been 
represented  by  a  pure  time  delay.  This  is,  in  fact,  a  simplification  based  on  analysis  of  the  motion 
^tem  from  several  sources,  as  documented  here.  The  SAFE  response  data  in  Fig.  B-8  suggest  that 
the  motion  ^tem  could  be  much  more  accurately  described  by  a  combination  of  a  high-frequency 
seccmd-order  lag,  cascaded  with  a  time  delay  element;  the  effects  of  such  a  model  in  the  frequency 
range  of  piloted  control,  however,  ate  not  significantly  different  from  that  of  a  pure  time  delay,  and 
hence  it  has  been  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  this  report  to  use  the  simple  approximation. 

Frequent^  responses  of  the  motion  system,  using  signals  generated  by  RSVP  and  analyzed  in 
QFER,  are  plotted  in  Hg.  B-9.  Additional  points  from  the  SAFE  responses  of  Hg.  B-8  have  been 
included  on  Hg.  B-9.  These  figures  are  the  basis  for  the  estimates  of  motion  system  delays;  as  a 
result,  th^  are  of  great  importance,  and  some  time  is  required  for  their  interpretation. 
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Figure  Output  Data  from  SAFE  (Motion  Position  Followup/Motion 
I>rive  Position  Command  Uq/u^) 
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Figure  (Cuncluded) 
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Hgure  B-9.  Motion  System  Response  Comparison  &om  Cockpit-Mounted 
Gyros  and  Accelerometers,  SAFE  Responses,  and  Washout  Filters 
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Figure  B-9.  (Continued) 
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Figure  B-9.  (Continued) 


B-21 


4/  YawfMe  (Motion  ^stemAGOolontlonR^)onse,  }„, 
ResoNodto  RMb  byCMdh^jbys) 

Figure  B-9.  (Concluded) 
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The  primaiy  sources  of  data  for  Fig.  B-9  were  the  RSVP-generated  Gaussian-noise  responses. 
These  data  were  analyzed  with  CBFER  to  produce  the  responses  of  the  add-on  gyro/acceierometer 
package  (subscripted  "gyro"  or  "accel"  in  Fig.  B-9)  and  of  the  resolved  accelerations  from  the  gimbal- 
mounted  accelerometers  (subscripted  "m"  for  motion).  The  angular  responses  have  been  plotted  in 
terms  of  angular  rate;  to  do  so,  the  gimbal  accelerometer  signals  were  divided  by  s.  In  all  plots  the 
"forcing  function"  is  the  response  of  the  math  model  (the  actual  forcing-function  command  was,  in 
all  cases,  the  applied  cockpit  control  for  the  appropriate  axis  of  response).  By  referencing  all  signals 
to  the  math  model,  the  frequency  responses  should,  ideally,  look  much  like  the  washout  filter 
responses  shown  in  Appendix  A:  low-frequency  lead  due  to  the  washout,  and  a  reduction  in  gain 
corresponding  to  the  motion  command  gain.  Deviations  from  this  form  are  due  to  the  dynamics  of 
the  VMS  motion  system. 

Consider  first  the  vertical  acceleration  response  of  Fig.  B-9a.  The  coherence  for  this  response 
is  quite  good  down  to  about  0.25  rad/sec;  the  acceleration  responses  from  the  two  separate  sources 
(solid  and  short  dashed  lines)  overlay  almost  perfectly,  verifying  the  use  of  the  resolved  acceleration 
to  represent  cab  response.  Sketched  on  top  of  this  figure  (long  dashed  lines)  are  the  gain  and  phase 
curves  for  the  ideal  washout  filter,  taken  from  Appendix  A:  this  is  what  the  responses  should  look 
like.  In  addition,  the  SAFE  data  from  Fig.  B-8  have  been  included  for  comparison.  Since  the  SAFE 
data  are  for  motion  response/command,  and  hence  do  not  include  the  washouts,  these  data  had  to 
be  adjusted  for  the  effects  of  the  washout  filter  and  motion  gain  for  inclusion  on  Fig.  B-9. 

Comparison  of  the  SAFE  (solid  points)  and  RSVP  (solid  and  short  dashed  lines)  data  in 
Fig.  B-9a  shows  some  interesting  differences:  for  example,  there  is  a  consistent  shift  in  magnitudes 
that  cannot  be  explained  at  this  time.  Note,  however,  that  the  sweep  responses  almost  exactly  overlay 
with  the  ideal  washout  filter  response  (long  dashed  lines).  It  is  not  known  whether  the  amplitude 
attenuation  suggested  by  SAFE  actually  exists.  The  phase  data  are  in  closer  agreement,  at  least  at 
the  lower  frequencies.  SAFE  suggests  slightly  lower  phase  rolloff  (i.e.,  less  delay)  at  the  higher 
frequencies.  For  example,  a  reasonable  fit  to  the  SAFE  phase  data  (Fig.  B-8)  is  given  by  a  time  delay 
of  130  msec;  as  shown  in  Fig.  B-9a,  a  delay  of  160  msec  is  suggested  the  RSVP  data,  since  addition 
of  this  much  delay  to  the  ideal  washout  filter  produces  a  response  that  almost  exactfy  overlays  the 
cab  response  (compare  solid  lines  with  dash/dot  lines).  It  is  not  currently  known  why  these  sources 
of  data  differ  by  30  msec;  for  this  report  it  has  been  assumed  that  the  RSVP  data  (for  wiuch 
coherence  measures  are  available)  are  more  reliable. 

For  the  angular  acceleration  and  rate  response  plots  of  Figs.  B-9b  through  B-9d,  the  RSVP 
responses  have  not  been  corrected  for  computer  cycle  time.  As  mentioned  above,  computation  of 
rates  and  positions  in  the  simulation  software  included  a  one-cycle  advancing  integration.  Since  the 
input  for  the  plots  in  Hgs.  B-9b  through  B-9d  was  angular  rate  of  the  math  model,  the  responses 
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effective^  include  a  one-cycle  time  delay  that  was  not  corrected  for.  Instead,  a  20-nisec  delay  was 
added  to  the  SAFE  responses  to  place  them  on  a  comparable  time  scale;  effective  time  delay 
measures  from  these  figures  must  thus  have  this  20-msec  delay  removed. 

The  roll  and  pitch  responses  (Figs.  B-9b  and  B-9c)  again  show  some  discrepancy  between  the 
SAFE  (solid  dots)  and  RSVP  (solid  and  short  dashed  lines)  magnitude  data.  Phase  curves,  however, 
are  very  close,  and  as  Figs.  B-8  and  B-9  show,  the  roll  and  pitch  dynamics  of  the  VMS  motion  system 
may  be  approximated  by  a  pure  time  delay  of  70  msec. 

Phase  responses  for  the  yaw  axis  (Fig.  B-9d)  differ  by  a  larger  amount  The  SAFE  data 
(Rg.  B-8)  suggest  an  effective  delay  of  70  msec,  while  the  RSVP  results  (Fig.  B-9d)  indicate  a  delay 
more  on  the  order  of  1 10  msec.  Again,  based  on  the  confidence  in  the  RSVP  data,  the  latter  number 
is  assumed  to  be  more  appropriate. 

It  was  not  possible  to  get  high-coherence  frequency-response  data  for  the  final  two  degrees  of 
fireedom,  surge  (X)  and  sway  (Y).  Since  there  are  no  direct  aircraft  controllers  in  these  axes,  the 
responses  are  purely  functions  of  coupling  (Le.,  translational  response  is  generated  by  tilting),  so  it 
is  to  be  expected  that  the  correlation  would  not  be  high.  Estimates  of  time  delay  based  on  the  SAFE 
responses  alone  (Fig.  B-8)  ate  170  msec  for  surge  and  100  msec  for  sway. 

Figure  B-9  also  serves  to  verify  the  measurement  of  rates  and  accelerations  from  cab-mounted 
accelerometers  and  tachometers.  As  described  in  Appendix  Q  two  independent  measures  of  angular 
rate  and  linear  acceleration  were  obtained  for  this  simulation.  One  was  from  resolved  rate  and 
accelerations  that  are  regularly  measured  and  monitored  for  all  simulations  on  the  VMS;  the  second 
came  from  a  drop-in  package  installed  in  the  cab  for  this  simulation. 
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APPENDIX  C 


EXPERIMENT  SETUP 


A.  TASKS 

Seven  evaluation  tasks  were  flown.  The  tasks  were  tailored  to  emphasize  both  precision  and 
aggressiveness  in  hovering  and  low-speed  flight.  Hgure  C-1  fllustrates  the  seven  tasks  and  lists  the 
requirements  for  desired  and  adequate  performance.  Not  all  tasks  were  flown  for  all  configurations; 
the  full  scenario  was  used  for  evaluations  of  the  competing  sets  of  motion  systems  and  for  evaluation 
of  the  Usable  Cue  Environment,  but  most  evaluations  of  time-delay  effects  were  typically  limited  to 
the  hover,  vertical  translation,  slalom,  and  bobupybobdown  tasks,  with  other  tasks  occasionally  added. 

The  pilots  were  given  a  written  briefing  of  the  simulation  and  details  of  the  tasks.  This  briefing 
is  included  as  the  final  section  of  this  appendix. 

B.  PILOTS 

Seven  pilots  participated  in  the  simulation.  Pilots  D  and  T  are  with  NASA  Ames  Research 
Center;  Pilot  S  is  an  Army  test  pilot  assigned  to  Ames;  Pilots  M  and  Me  are  test  pilots  for  the  Army 
Airworthiness  Qualification  Test  Directorate  (formerly  the  Aviation  Engineering  Flight  Activi^), 
Edwards  AFB,  CA;  Pilot  G  is  a  retired  NASA  pilot,  now  employed  by  an  on-site  contractor  at  Ames 
Research  Center;  and  Pflot  H  is  a  contractor  engineer/test  pilot  Pilot  D  was  the  primary  evaluator 
for  all  phases  of  the  simulation.  Pilots  T  and  S  participated  primarily  in  the  motion  system 
evaluations.  Technical  difficulties  with  the  VMS  motion  system  limited  evaluations  by  Pilot  H  to 
fixed-base  only. 

C  DATA  RECORDING 

The  primary  qualitative  data  taken  during  the  simulation  consisted  of  pilot  ratings  (both 
Handling  Qualities  Ratings  and  Visual  Cue  Ratings)  and  comments.  The  detailed  ratings  are 
tabulated  in  Appendix  D  and  transcribed  comments  are  given  in  Appendix  £. 

Quantitative  data  included  time-history  data  on  both  stripcharts  and  magnetic  tapes,  and 
documentation  of  the  various  configurations  through  frequent^  response  techniques.  Online  analysis 
was  available  through  a  program  developed  by  NASA  for  the  simulation;  a  description  of  this  program 
and  wramplft  results  are  given  in  ^pendix  B.  Additional  piloted  fiequency-sweep  data  were  recorded 
and  anafyzed  after  the  simulation,  and  these  data  are  also  discussed  in  ^pendix  B. 
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D.  VERinCATION  OF  MOTION  RESPONSES 


Responses  of  the  VMS  simulator  cab  are  routinely  measured  by  various  tachometers  and 
accelerometers  mounted  on  the  assembly.  These  responses  are  then  resolved  through  software  to 
represent  the  accelerations,  rates,  and  attitudes  sensed  at  the  pilot’s  stations.  There  are,  however, 
no  measurement  devices  located  physically  at  the  pilot’s  station  itself. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  accurately  documenting  the  forces  sensed  by  the  pilot,  a  package 
of  linear  accelerometers  and  angular  rate  gyros  was  mounted  in  the  cockpit  directly  behind  the  pilot’s 
seat.  The  output  of  these  devices  was  compared  with  the  resolved  accelerations  and  rates  to  verify 
the  accuracy  of  the  latter  in  representing  the  motion  system  responses.  Comparison  frequency 
responses  from  these  two  measurements  are  given  in  Appendix  B. 

E.  PILOT  BRIEFING 

1.  Introduction 

The  objective  of  this  experiment  is  to  quantify  the  effects  of  variations  in  motion  system 
characteristics  and  delays  in  the  visual  system  for  aggressive  and  non-aggressive  tasks.  The  motion 
system  of  the  VMS  will  be  set  up  to  be  representative  of  "normal  operation,"  as  well  as  with  a 
modified  set  of  gains  based  on  frequency  response  measures.  In  addition,  these  results  will  be 
compared  to  fixed-base  runs.  The  simulated  rotorcraft  will  be  a  completely  decoupled  transfer 
function  model  with  known  Level  1  handling  characteristics.  The  majority  of  the  runs  will  be  made 
with  a  Rate  Response-Type,  and  a  few  runs  will  be  made  with  an  Attitude  Response-Type.  Piloted 
evaluations  will  be  made  for  each  set  of  motion  gains,  referred  to  as  systems  A,  B,  and  C.  Motion 
system  A  emphasizes  the  initial  response,  and  allows  out-of-phase  motion  at  low  frequencies,  whereas 
system  B  maintains  the  phasing  between  the  motion  and  model  at  the  expense  of  the  initial  response. 
Motion  ^tem  C  is  fixed-base.  In  addition,  piloted  evaluations  will  be  made  with  systematic  variations 
in  the  visual  ^tem  time  delay. 

Two  maneuver  sets  will  be  flown.  The  first  series  of  tasks  consists  of  moderately  aggressive 
maneuvers,  whereas  the  second  set  includes  highly  aggressive  maneuvering.  The  motion  gains  will 
be  set  so  that  no  limits  are  encountered,  Le.,  the  motion  gains  will  be  tailored  to  the  maneuvers. 

You  are  being  asked  to  evaluate  the  flying  qualities  of  each  visual/motion  setup  as  if  different 
rotorcraft  were  being  simulated,  using  the  standard  Cooper-Harper  handling  qualities  scale.  In 
addition,  your  comments  regarding  the  fidelity  of  the  visual  and  motion  system  are  being  solicited 
(Table  C-1).  Some  items  to  consider  are: 


C-4 


TABLE  C  :.  PILOT  COMMENT  CARD 


1.  Is  your  flying  technique  modified  because  you  are  flying  a  simulator? 
I  ^ase  explain? 

2.  Comment  on  the  aircraft  response  -  crisp?  sluggish?  any  unusual 
characteristics? 

3.  How  did  the  motion  cues  aK^ect  your  control  of  the  rotorcraft? 

—  valuable  for  control 

—  of  some  value,  but  not  very  realistic 

—  no  impact  on  control  could  be  discerned 

—  motion  cues  affected  my  ability  to  control  the  rotorcraft  in  a 
negative  way 

4.  Compare  this  motion  system  with  the  othe*-  «vstems  flown  in  this 
experiment 

5.  Did  the  motion  and  visual  cues  seem  consistent? 

6.  If  there  were  any  unusual,  conflicting,  or  uncomfortable  visual  or 
motion  cues,  please  describe  them,  and  note  which  axis  they  occurred 
in. 

7.  Was  there  any  feeling  of  discomfort,  nausea,  disorientation,  or  illness 
during  the  task?  If  so  when  did  such  symptoms  occur,  and  how  long 
did  they  last? 

8.  Please  discuss  any  obvious  deficiencies  in  the  visual  scene. 


Ability  to  maneuver  with  "hummingbird-like"  precision  and  aggressiveness. 

Impressions  related  to  motion  cueing,  e.g., 

—  valuable  cue  for  rotorcraft  control 

—  Of  some  value,  but  not  very  realistic 

—  No  impact  on  rotorcraft  control 

—  Negative  impact  on  rotorcraft  control 

Any  tenden^  towards  physiological  distress  or  feeling  of  malaise.  If  so,  does  it  seem 
visually  driven  or  a  result  of  poor  motion  cueing. 

Compare  the  motion  cueing  of  each  system  to  the  other  two  systems. 

Evaluate  the  visual  scene  using  the  Visual  Cue  Rating  (VCR)  rating  scale. 
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2.  Evaluation  Maneuvers 


The  evaluations  will  be  conducted  over  a  test  course  which  consists  of  a  series  of  maneuvers  as 
illustrated  in  Hgure  C-1.  The  experimental  procedure  will  be  to  fly  the  test  course  two  times  for 
practice,  and  a  third  time  for  the  formal  evaluation.  During  the  formal  evaluation,  the  HQRs  and 
VCRs  should  be  given  immediately  after  conducting  each  task.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  going 
to  the  initial  condition  mode  on  the  simulator,  or  by  simply  sitting  in  hover  during  the  rating  process. 

There  is  a  red  button  below  your  right  thumb  on  the  cyclic  stick.  Please  push  this  button  at  the 
beginning  and  end  of  each  maneuver.  This  will  reset  the  zero  reference  for  performance  measures 
on  the  strip  chart  recorders. 

Each  of  the  maneuvers  is  described  below.  The  specified  tolerances  should  be  maintained  most 
of  the  time.  Momentary  excursions  are  acceptable,  as  long  as  the  errors  are  quickly  corrected  to 
bring  the  performance  within  tolerance.  The  maneuvers  and  desired  performance  limits  are  based 
on  specification  maneuvers  in  Section  4  of  ADS-33C  In  most  cases  certain  minor  adjustments  have 
been  made  to  either  the  maneuver  definition  or  the  desired  performance  limits.  These  changes  have 
been  made  in  an  effort  to  better  adapt  the  maneuvers  to  the  specific  visual  references  available  on 
the  CGI. 

a.  Hover  (ADS-33C  Para.  4.1.1,  except  20kt  wind  removed) 

Initiate  the  maneuver  approximately  30  ft  from  the  orange  cone  which  will  appear  at  the  1 
o’clock  position.  The  initial  altitude  will  be  20  ft.  Briskly  move  over  to  the  traffic  cone  and  maintain 
the  cone  at  the  bottom  of  the  lower  right  window  for  one  minute  (clock  with  sweep  second  hand  is 
above  right  knee). 

•  Desired  Performance 

—  Keep  the  cone  within  the  lower  half  of  the-window. 

^  —  The  cone  should  be  reasonably  stabilized,  Le.,  it  should  not  be  continuously 

wandering. 

—  Maintain  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  2  ft 

—  Maintain  heading  within  plus  or  minus  5  deg. 

•  Adequate  performance 

—  Keep  the  cone  within  the  window  at  least  50%  of  the  time. 

—  Maintain  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  5  ft 

—  Maintain  heading  within  plus  or  minus  10  deg. 
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b.  Vertical  Translation  (surrogate  for  ADS-33C  Para.  4.1.3) 


Since  it  is  not  practical  to  make  vertical  landings  on  the  simulator,  a  similar  task  has  been 
defined  using  the  orange  cone  as  a  ground  reference.  Starting  at  a  radar  altitude  of  20  feet,  execute 
a  descent  to  10  ft  followed  by  a  climb  to  30  ft,  and  finally  a  descent  back  to  20  ft. 

•  Desired  Performance 

—  Keep  the  cone  within  the  lower  half  of  the  right  window  at  all  times. 

—  Achieve  target  altitudes  within  plus  or  minus  2  ft. 

—  Maintain  heading  within  plus  or  minus  5  deg. 

•  Adequate  Performance 

—  Keep  the  cone  within  the  right  window  at  least  50%  of  the  time. 

—  Maintain  heading  within  plus  or  minus  10  deg. 

c.  Pirouette  (ADS-33C  Para.  4.1.4) 

Initiate  the  maneuver  from  a  stabilized  hover  over  a  point  on  the  circumference  of  the  circle 
defined  the  boundary  between  the  red  and  yellow  stripes,  and  with  the  nose  of  the  rotorcraft 
pointed  at  the  tower  in  the  center  of  the  circle.  Because  of  the  field-of-view  of  the  simulator,  it  is 
not  possible  to  hover  directly  over  this  line.  Therefore,  hover  so  that  the  line  passes  directly  under 
the,  instrument  panel  The  hover  altitude  shall  be  20  fL  Accomplish  a  lateral  translation  around  the 
circle,  keeping  the  rotorcraft  position  at  constant  radius,  and  the  nose  pointed  at  the  center  of  the 
circle.  Perform  the  maneuver  in  both  directions. 

•  Desired  Performance 

—  Maintain  the  boundary  between  the  red  and  yellow  paths  under  the  instrument 
panel  This  corresponds  to  a  plus  or  minus  10  ft  position  error. 

—  Maintain  altitude  so  that  you  cannot  see  the  top  or  bottom  of  the  black 
and  yellow  disk.  This  corresponds  to  plus  or  minus  5  ft  of  altitude  error 
(note  that  ADS<33C  requires  ±  3  ft). 

—  Maintain  heading  so  that  the  nose  of  the  helicopter  is  always  pointed  at 
the  center  of  the  circle. 

—  Complete  the  pirouette  within  45  seconds. 

•  Adequate  Performance 

—  Maintain  the  radial  position  within  approximately  20  fu  (Note:  each  square  on 
the  ground  is  14  feet  on  a  side) 

—  Maintain  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  10  ft 

—  Complete  the  maneuver  within  75  seconds. 
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d-  Slalom  (no  specific  counterpart  in  ADS-33C) 


Fly  a  slalom  maneuver  around  the  black  and  white  poles  at  a  constant  airspeed  of  40  knots,  and 
at  an  altitude  of  20  ft. 

•  Desired  Performance 

—  Maintain  the  maximum  lateral  distance  from  the  poles  at  less  than  three  squares. 

—  Maintain  airspeed  within  plus  3  and  minus  5  knots. 

—  Maintain  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  IS  ft 

•  Adequate  Performance 
—  Don’t  hit  any  poles. 

—  Maintain  airspeed  above  35  kts. 

—  Do  not  fly  above  the  poles  or  hit  the  ground. 

e.  Bobun  and  Bobdown  (ADS-33C  Para.  4.2.3) 

Initiate  the  maneuver  from  a  15  ft  hover,  pointed  east  in  front  of  the  crane,  and  at  a  fore-aft 
location  so  that  the  yellow  stripe  is  to  your  left  Initiate  a  bobup  to  the  hover  board,  and  stabilize 
for  approximately  3  seconds,  followed  by  an  immediate  bobdown.  Repeat  the  maneuver  three  times. 

•  Desired  Performance 

—  Complete  each  bobup/bobdown  in  no  more  than  12  seconds. 

—  Maximum  overshoot  on  bobup  no  more  than  1/2  square  on  hover-board  (this 
corresponds  to  an  altitude  tolerance  of  plus  or  minus  6  ft). 

—  Maximum  overshoot  on  bobdown  no  more  than  5  feet 
Adequate  Performance 

—  Complete  bobup/bobdown  in  no  more  than  18  seconds. 

—  Maximum  overshoot  on  bobup  no  more  than  1  square  on  hover-board. 

—  Maximum  overshoot  on  bobdown  no  more  than  10  feet 

f.  Ouickstop  (ADS-33C  Para.  42.1) 

Starting  from  a  stabilized  hover  at  the  south  end  of  the  course,  abeam  the  yellow  bobup  stripe, 
pitch  down  10  deg  to  initiate  an  acceleration  to  60  kts.  Initiate  the  deceleration  at  the  perpendicular 
yellow  line  just  after  the  third  pole  to  stop  at  the  north  end  of  the  yellow  stripe.  Fly  to  one  side  of 
the  stripe  so  that  the  end  does  not  disappear  during  the  deceleration.  The  reference  altitude  or  this 
maneuver  is  25  ft 


•  Desired  Perfonnance 

—  Complete  the  maneuver  to  arrive  at  a  stabilized  hover  past  the  last 
pole,  but  before  the  red  and  yellow  sidestep  stripes. 

—  Maintain  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  IS  ft 

•  Adequate  Performance 

—  Complete  the  maneuver  after  the  next  to  last  pole,  but  prior  to  the 
red  and  yellow  sidestep  stripe. 

—  Maintain  altitude  below  the  poles,  and  do  not  hit  the  ground. 

g.  Sidestep  (simflar  to  ADS-33C  Para.  4.2.2) 

Starting  from  a  stabilized  hover  at  the  south  end  of  the  pirouette  circle,  with  the  instrument 
panel  over  a  line  formed  the  intersection  of  the  yellow  and  red  stripes  (oriented  in  an  east-west 
direction),  and  with  the  rotorcraft  heading  north,  initiate  a  brisk  lateral  translation  to  the  right  The 
initial  bank  angle  should  be  at  least  20  degrees.  Decelerate  to  a  stabilized  hover  over  the  right  edge 
the  grey  pad,  using  at  least  IS  degrees  of  bank.  Repeat  this  maneuver  to  the  left  edge  of  the  gr^ 
pad,  and  then  back  to  the  center.  Maintain  an  altitude  of  20  ft 

•  Desired  Performance 

—  Maintain  the  aircraft-fixed  reference  over  the  line  formed  1^  the  intersec¬ 
tion  of  the  red  and  yellow  stripes.  This  corresponds  to  plus  or  minus  20 
ft 

—  Maintain  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  10  ft 
—  Maintain  heading  within  plus  or  minus  10  degrees. 

•  Adequate  Performance 

—  Maintain  longitudinal  position  within  plus  or  minus  28  ft 
—  Maintain  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  20  ft 
—  Maintain  heading  within  plus  or  minus  20  degrees. 
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PILOT  RATINGS  AND  RUN  LOGS 


A.  PILOT  RATINGS 

Cboper-Harper  Handling  Qualities  Ratings  (HQRs,  ReL  D-1)  are  given  in  Table  D-1  and  Visual 
Cue  Ratings  (VCRs,  Ref.  D-2)  in  Table  D-2.  As  defined  in  Ref.  D-2,  VCRs  are  to  be  assigned  by 
the  pilots  based  on  their  ability  to  make  aggressive  and  precise  corrections  in  attitude,  horizontal 
translational  rate,  and  vertical  translational  rate.  In  some  cases,  however,  the  pilots  in  this  simulation 
preferred  to  assign  separate  VCRs  for  pitch  and  roll  attitude.  For  these  cases  the  VCRs  in  Table 
D-2  are  the  worst  (highest  numerically)  of  the  two. 

The  VCRs  in  Table  D-2  were  obtained  for  the  high-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type,  which  was 
Level  1  by  the  requirements  of  ADS-33C  and  based  on  the  HQRs.  VCRs  were  sometimes  taken  for 
other  configurations,  including  the  high-Bandwidth  Rate  Response-Type  with  added  time  delay. 
These  VCRs  have  not  been  tabulated  here,  but  are  included  in  the  run  logs  (see  below). 

B.  RUN  LOGS 

A  lotting  of  the  run  logs  for  the  simulation  is  given  in  Table  D-3.  Run  numbers  were  assigned 
tty  pilot,  e.g..  Runs  400  through  499  and  700  through  708  were  assigned  for  to  Pilot  D.  Therefore, 
vdiile  Table  D-3  lists  the  runs  sequentially  tty  date,  the  run  numbers  are  not  sequential.  Table  D-3 
the  following: 

•  Configuration  identifier  (Table  D-4);  a  second  letter  has  been  added  to  several  of  the 
configuration  labels,  to  identify  Low-Bandwidth  (second  letter  L)  and  ACAH  (second 
letter  A)  cases; 

•  Motion  system  (^pendix  A): 

\  - Fixed  Base  (F) 

- Baseline  Motion  Washouts  and  Gains  (B) 

- Modified  Motkm  Washouts  and  Gains  (M); 

•  Task  (^>pendix  Q: 

- Precision  Hover  (H) 

- Vertical  Translation  (V) 

- Pirouette  (?) 

- Slalom  (SI) 

- Bobup/Bobdown  (B) 
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- Dash/Quickstop  (Q) 

- Sidestep  (Ss); 

•  HQR  (HQ); 

•  VCRs  (where  assigned): 

- Pitch  (Theta)  and  roll  (Phi)  attitudes 

- Horizontal  translational  rates  (Xdot) 

- Vertical  translational  rates  (Hdot). 
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TABLE  D-1.  HANDUNO  QUALITIES  RATINGS 
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TABLE  D*l.  (Continued) 
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TABLE  D-1.  (Concluded) 
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TABLE  D-2.  VISUAL  CUE  RATINGS 
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NOTE;  Atl  «  AHilude  VCR 

Hor  B  Horizontal  Translational  Rate  VCR 
Ver  B  Vertical  Translational  Rate  VCR 


TABLE  D-3.  RUN  LOGS 


Date  Run#  Pilot  Config.  Motion  Task  HQR  TTieta  PM  Xdot  Hdot 


8/3/90 

114 

Me 

B 

F 

H 

4 

3.5 

3.25 

3.5 

3 

8/3/90 

115 

Me 

B 

F 

V 

5 

3 

4 

3.5 

3.5 

8/3/90 

116 

Me 

B 

F 

P 

4.5 

4 

3 

3 

3 

8/3/90 

117 

Me 

B 

F 

SI 

4.5 

4 

2 

2.5 

3 

8/3/90 

118 

Me 

B 

F 

B 

4.5 

4 

4 

3.5 

3.5 

8/3/90 

119 

Me 

B 

F 

Q 

4.5 

4 

3 

3.5 

3.5 

8/3/90 

^20 

Me 

B 

F 

Ss 

5 

4 

3.25 

3.5 

4 

8/3/90 

121 

M 

B 

F 

H 

4.5 

3 

3 

4 

2.5 

8/3/90 

122 

M 

B 

F 

V 

5 

3.25 

3.25 

4 

4.25 

8/3/90 

124 

M 

B 

F 

P 

4.5 

3.5 

3.5 

4 

2.75 

8/3/90 

125 

M 

B 

F 

Si 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4.5 

8/3/90 

127 

M 

B 

F 

B 

4 

4.25 

4.25 

2.75 

3.75 

8/3/90 

128 

M 

B 

F 

Q 

4 

3 

3 

4 

3.5 

8/3/90 

129 

M 

B 

F 

Ss 

5 

3.25 

3.25 

4 

3.5 

8/6/90 

200 

S 

B 

F 

H 

3 

3 

3 

4 

3 

8/6/90 

201 

S 

B 

F 

P 

5 

3 

3 

4 

4.5 

8/6/90 

202 

S 

B 

F 

V 

5 

3 

3 

4 

3 

8/6/90 

203 

S 

B 

F 

SI 

6 

3 

3 

4.5 

4 

8/6/90 

204 

S 

B 

F 

B 

4 

3 

3 

3 

4 

8/6/90 

205 

S 

B 

F 

Q 

4 

3 

3 

2.5 

4 

8/6/90 

206 

S 

B 

F 

Ss 

4 

3 

3 

3.5 

4 

8/6/90 

301 

H 

A 

F 

H 

5 

8/6/90 

302 

H 

A 

F 

V 

6 

8/6/90 

303 

H 

A 

F 

P 

5.5 

8/6/90 

304 

H 

A 

F 

Si 

4 

8/6/90 

305 

H 

A 

F 

B 

5 

8/6/90 

306 

H 

A 

F 

Q 

5 

8/6/90 

307 

H 

A 

F 

Ss 

4.5 

8/6/90 

308 

H 

B 

F 

H 

5 

8/6/90 

309 

H 

B 

F 

V 

4.5 

8/6/90 

310 

H 

E 

F 

H 

5 

8/6/90 

311 

H 

E 

F 

V 

5.5 

8/6/90 

312 

H 

G 

F 

H 

7 

8/7/90 

313 

H 

G 

F 

V 

7.5 

8/7/90 

314 

H 

D 

F 

H 

4.5 

8/7/90 

314 

H 

D 

F 

V 

5.5 

D-9 


TABLE  D-3.  (Continued) 


Date 

Run# 

Pilot 

Config. 

Motion 

Task  HQR 

Theta 

Phi 

Xdot 

Hdot 

8/7/90 

402 

D 

A 

F 

H 

8/7/90 

403 

D 

A 

F 

H 

5.5 

3.5 

3.5 

4 

2.5 

8/7/90 

404 

D 

A 

F 

V 

4.5 

3 

3 

4 

4 

B/7/90 

406 

D 

A 

F 

SI 

6 

4 

4 

4.5 

2 

8/7/90 

407 

D 

D 

F 

H 

6 

4 

4 

4 

2 

6/7190 

408 

0 

D 

F 

V 

6 

4 

4 

3 

2 

8/7/90 

409 

D 

D 

F 

SI 

7 

4.5 

4.5 

4.5 

2.5 

8/7/90 

410 

D 

B 

F 

H 

3 

2.5 

2.5 

3.5 

2 

8/7/90 

411 

D 

B 

F 

V 

5 

3 

3 

3.5 

2 

8/7/90 

412 

D 

B 

F 

SI 

4 

3.5 

3.5 

2.5 

2 

8/7/90 

413 

D 

E 

F 

H 

4.5 

3.5 

3.5 

2.5 

2 

8/7/90 

414 

D 

E 

F 

V 

5.5 

4 

4 

4 

2.5 

8/7/90 

415 

D 

E 

F 

SI 

6 

3.5 

3.5 

4 

2.5 

8/7/90 

416 

D 

G 

F 

H 

7.5 

5 

5 

3.5 

3 

8/7/90 

417 

D 

G 

F 

V 

8/7/90 

418 

D 

G 

F 

V 

7 

5 

5 

3 

2.5 

8/7/90 

419 

D 

G 

F 

SI 

7 

3.5 

3.5 

5 

3.5 

8/7/90 

420 

D 

J 

F 

H 

6 

3 

3 

4 

4 

8/7/90 

421 

D 

J 

F 

V 

6 

4.5 

4.5 

4.5 

4.5 

8/7/90 

422 

0 

J 

F 

SI 

6 

4 

4 

2.5 

4 

8/8/90 

210 

S 

B 

F 

H 

3 

8/8/90 

211 

S 

B 

F 

V 

3 

8/8/90 

212 

S 

B 

F 

SI 

8/8/90 

213 

S 

B 

F 

SI 

8/8/90 

214 

S 

B 

F 

SI 

5 

8/8/90 

215 

S 

E 

F 

H 

5 

8/8/90 

216 

S 

E 

F 

V 

4 

8/8/90 

217 

S 

E 

F 

SI 

6 

8/8/90 

218 

S 

A 

F 

H 

3 

8/8/90 

219 

S 

A 

F 

V 

3 

8/8/90 

220 

S 

A 

F 

SI 

5 

8/8/90 

221 

S 

L 

F 

H 

3 

8/8/90 

222 

S 

L 

F 

V 

8/8/90 

223 

S 

L 

F 

V 

4 

8/8/90 

224 

S 

L 

F 

SI 

8/8/90 

225 

S 

L 

F 

SI 

4 

8/8/90 

226 

S 

H 

F 

H 

4.5 

D-10 


TABLE  D-3.  (Continued) 


Date 

Run# 

Pilot 

Config.  Motion 

Task  HQR  Theta 

Phi 

Xdot 

Hdot 

816190 

227 

S 

H  F 

V 

4.5 

8/8/90 

228 

S 

H  F 

SI 

7 

8/9/90 

230 

s 

BL  F 

H 

3 

8/9/90 

231 

s 

BL  F 

V 

8/9/90 

232 

s 

BL  F 

V 

3 

8/9/90 

233 

s 

BL  F 

P 

8/9/90 

234 

s 

BL  F 

P 

5 

8/9/90 

235 

s 

BL  F 

SI 

8/9/90 

236 

s 

BL  F 

SI 

3 

8/9/90 

237 

s 

BL  F 

B 

8/9/90 

238 

s 

BL  F 

B 

4 

8/9/90 

239 

s 

BL  F 

Q 

r'O/OO 

240 

s 

BL  F 

Q 

3 

8/9/90 

241 

s 

BL  F 

Ss 

8/9/90 

242 

s 

BL  F 

Ss 

8/9/90 

243 

s 

BL  F 

Ss 

8/9/90 

244 

s 

BL  F 

Ss 

8/9/90 

245 

s 

BL  F 

Ss 

4 

8/9/90 

430 

D 

BL  F 

H 

5 

8/9/90 

431 

D 

BL  F 

V 

6 

8/9/90 

432 

D 

BL  F 

Si 

8/9/90 

433 

D 

BL  F 

SI 

3 

8/9/90 

434 

D 

BL  F 

H 

5.5 

8/9/90 

435 

D 

BL  F 

P 

Z5 

8/9/90 

501 

G 

B  F 

H 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/9/90 

502 

G 

B  F 

V 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.  8/9/90 

503 

G 

B  F 

P 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/9/90 

504 

G 

B  F 

Si 

8/9/90 

505 

G 

B  F 

Si 

5 

3 

3 

1 

2 

8/9/90 

506 

G 

B  F 

B 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/9/90 

507 

G 

B  F 

Q 

3 

5 

5 

1 

1 

8/9/90 

508 

G 

B  F 

Ss 

8/9/90 

509 

G 

B  F 

Ss 

5 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/13/90 

440 

to  456  deleted;  incorrect  motion  system 

8/14/90 

462 

D 

B  B 

H 

4 

3.5 

3.5 

3.5 

2 

D-11 


TABLE  D-3.  (Continued) 


Date 

Run# 

Pilot 

Config. 

Motion 

Task  HQR  Theta 

Phi 

Xdot 

Hdot 

8/14/90 

463 

D 

B 

B 

V 

4.5 

3 

3 

4 

2.5 

8/14/90 

510 

G 

B 

B 

H 

8/14/90 

511 

G 

B 

B 

H 

8/14/90 

512 

G 

B 

B 

H 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/14/90 

513 

G 

B 

B 

V 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/14/90 

514 

G 

B 

B 

P 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/14/90 

515 

G 

B 

B 

SI 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/14/90 

516 

G 

B 

B 

B 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/14/90 

517 

G 

B 

B 

Q 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/14/90 

518 

G 

B 

B 

Ss 

4 

1 

1 

2 

2 

8/18/90 

613 

T 

B 

B 

H 

3 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

8/18/90 

614 

T 

B 

B 

V 

3 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

8/18/90 

615 

T 

B 

B 

P 

3 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

8/18/90 

616 

T 

B 

B 

Si 

2 

1.5 

1.5 

- 

1.5 

8/18/90 

617 

T 

B 

B 

B 

3 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

8/18/90 

618 

T 

B 

B 

Q 

4 

1.5 

1.5 

3 

3 

8/18/90 

619 

T 

B 

6 

Ss 

3 

1.5 

1.5 

2 

1.5 

8/16/90 

133 

M 

B 

B 

H 

3 

2.75 

2.75 

3.75 

2.5 

8/18/90 

134 

M 

B 

B 

V 

4.5 

3.5 

3 

4 

3 

8/16/90 

135 

M 

B 

B 

Si 

4 

3.5 

2.75 

4 

3.25 

8/18/90 

136 

M 

E 

B 

H 

8/16/90 

137 

M 

E 

B 

H 

4 

2.25 

2.25 

2.75 

3 

8/16/90 

138 

M 

E 

B 

V 

5 

2.75 

2.75 

3.25 

3.25 

8/16/90 

139 

M 

E 

B 

SI 

3 

2 

2.5 

3.25 

3 

8/18/90 

140 

M 

E 

B 

B 

5.5 

2.75 

^75 

3 

2.75 

,  8/16/90 

144 

Me 

B 

B 

H 

4 

3 

3 

3 

- 

8/18/90 

145 

Me 

B 

B 

V 

4 

3 

3 

4 

3.5 

8/18/90 

146 

Me 

B 

B 

SI 

8/18/90 

147 

Me 

B 

B 

SI 

8/18/90 

148 

Me 

B 

B 

SI 

4 

4 

Z75 

2.75 

3.5 

8/16/90 

149 

Me 

B 

B 

B 

3 

- 

3.5 

3 

2.5 

8/18/90 

150 

M 

B 

B 

B 

3 

3 

3 

3.5 

3.5 

8/18/90 

152 

M 

A 

B 

H 

3 

3.25 

2.5 

3.5 

- 

8/18/90 

153 

M 

A 

B 

V 

4 

3.5 

3 

3.25 

3.25 

8/18/90 

154 

M 

A 

B 

SI 

3 

2.75 

2.75 

3.5 

3.25 

8/16/90 

155 

M 

A 

B 

B 

3 

3 

3 

3.25 

3.5 

D-12 


TABLE  D-3.  (Continued) 


Date 

Run# 

Pilot 

Config. 

Motion 

Task  HQR  Theta 

Phi 

Xdot 

Hdot 

8/16/90 

157 

Me 

A 

B 

H 

3 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

• 

6/16/90 

158 

Me 

A 

B 

V 

3 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

3 

6/16/90 

159 

Me 

A 

B 

SI 

3 

3 

2.25 

2 

3 

8/16/90 

160 

Me 

A 

B 

B 

4 

- 

- 

- 

3 

6/16/90 

162 

Me 

N 

B 

H 

4 

3.25 

3.25 

3.5 

3.5 

6/16/90 

163 

Me 

N 

B 

V 

4 

3.5 

3.5 

3.75 

3.25 

6/16/90 

164 

Me 

N 

B 

SI 

8/16/90 

165 

Me 

N 

B 

SI 

8/16/90 

166 

Me 

N 

B 

Si 

4.5 

3.5 

3 

3 

4 

8/16/90 

167 

Me 

N 

B 

B 

8/16/90 

168 

Me 

N 

B 

B 

4.5 

- 

- 

3.5 

3.5 

6/16/90 

250 

S 

B 

B 

H 

3 

2 

2 

3 

- 

6/16/90 

252 

S 

B 

B 

V 

3 

3 

3 

4 

3 

6/16/90 

253 

S 

B 

B 

P 

4 

3 

3 

4 

3 

6/16/90 

255 

S 

B 

B 

SI 

5 

2 

2 

3.5 

3 

6/16/90 

256 

S 

B 

B 

B 

3 

2 

2 

3.5 

3 

8/16/90 

257 

S 

B 

B 

Q 

6/16/90 

258 

S 

B 

B 

0 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

8/16/90 

259 

S 

B 

B 

Ss 

8/16/90 

260 

S 

B 

B 

Ss 

4 

3 

3 

4 

4 

8/16/90 

465 

D 

B 

B 

P 

3 

3.5 

3.5 

ZS 

2 

8/16/90 

466 

D 

B 

B 

SI 

8/16/90 

467 

D 

B 

B 

SI 

3 

3.5 

3.5 

3 

2.5 

8/16/90 

468 

D 

B 

B 

B 

3 

3.5 

3.5 

Z5 

2 

8/16/90 

469 

D 

B 

B 

Q 

2.5 

2 

2 

2.5 

2.5 

8/16/90 

470 

D 

B 

B 

Ss 

4.5 

4 

4 

3 

2.5 

8/16/90 

520 

G 

B 

M 

H 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/16/90 

521 

G 

B 

M 

V 

3 

2 

2 

2 

1 

8/16/90 

522 

G 

B 

M 

P 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/16/90 

523 

G 

B 

M 

SI 

8/16/90 

524 

G 

B 

K 

SI 

4 

2 

2 

1 

1 

8/16/90 

525 

G 

B 

M 

B 

4 

2 

2 

3 

1 

8/16/90 

526 

G 

B 

M 

Q 

3 

2 

2 

1 

3 

8/16/90 

528 

G 

B 

M 

Ss 

4 

1 

1 

1 

3 

8/17/90 

261 

S 

B 

M 

H 

8/17/90 

262 

S 

B 

M 

H 

4 

3 

3 

4.5 

- 

8/17/90 

263 

S 

B 

M 

V 

4 

2 

2 

3 

4 

D-13 


TABLE  D-3.  (Continued) 


Date 

Run# 

Pilot 

Config. 

Motion 

Task  HQR  Theta 

Phi 

Xdot 

HdOt 

8/17/90 

265 

S 

AL 

B 

H 

5 

8/17/90 

266 

S 

AL 

B 

V 

4 

8/17/90 

267 

S 

AL 

B 

SI 

8/17/90 

268 

S 

AL 

B 

SI 

6 

8/17/90 

269 

S 

AL 

B 

B 

3 

8/17/90 

270 

S 

AL 

B 

Q 

4 

8/17/90 

471 

D 

AL 

B 

H 

7 

8/17/90 

472 

D 

AL 

B 

V 

6 

8/17/90 

473 

D 

AL 

B 

SI 

8/17/90 

474 

D 

AL 

B 

SI 

4 

8/17/90 

475 

D 

AL 

B 

B 

4.5 

8/17/90 

476 

D 

BL 

B 

H 

5 

8/17/90 

477 

D 

BL 

B 

V 

4 

8/17/90 

478 

D 

BL 

B 

SI 

3 

8/17/90 

479 

D 

BL 

B 

B 

4.5 

8/17/90 

480 

D 

N 

B 

H 

3 

8/17/90 

481 

D 

N 

B 

V 

4 

8/17/90 

482 

0 

N 

B 

SI 

3 

8/17/90 

620 

T 

B 

M 

H 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8/17/90 

621 

T 

B 

M 

V 

3 

1 

1 

1.5 

1.5 

8/17/90 

622 

T 

B 

M 

P 

8/17/90 

623 

T 

B 

M 

P 

2.5 

1 

1 

1.5 

1.5 

8/17/90 

624 

T 

B 

M 

SI 

3 

3 

3 

2 

1 

8/17/90 

625 

T 

B 

M 

B 

3 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1 

8/17/90 

626 

T 

B 

M 

Q 

3 

1 

1 

1.5 

1.5 

8/17/90 

627 

T 

B 

M 

Ss 

3 

2 

2 

1.5 

1 

8/17/90 

630 

T 

BL 

B 

H 

3 

8/17/90 

631 

T 

BL 

B 

V 

4 

>  8/17/90 

632 

T 

BL 

B 

SI 

8/17/90 

633 

T 

BL 

B 

SI 

4 

8/17/90 

634 

T 

BL 

B 

B 

2 

8/17/90 

636 

T 

NL 

B 

H 

4 

8/17/90 

637 

T 

NL 

B 

V 

4 

8/17/90 

638 

T 

NL 

B 

SI 

4 

8/17/90 

639 

T 

NL 

B 

B 

4 

8/20/90 

271 

S 

A 

B 

H 

4 

8/20/90 

272 

S 

A 

B 

V 

4 

0-14 


TABLE  D-3.  (Continued) 


Date  Run#  Pilot  Config.  Motion  Task  HQR  Theta  Phi  Xdot  Hdot 


6120190 

273 

S 

A 

B 

SI 

7 

8/20/90 

274 

S 

A 

B 

B 

3 

8/20/90 

275 

S 

A 

B 

Ss 

7 

8/20/90 

276 

S 

B 

M 

H 

3 

8/20/90 

277 

S 

B 

M 

V 

8/20/90 

278 

S 

B 

M 

V 

4 

8/20/90 

483 

D 

N 

B 

B 

4.5 

8/20/90 

484 

D 

D 

B 

H 

4.5 

8/20/90 

485 

D 

D 

B 

V 

5 

8/20/90 

486 

D 

D 

B 

Si 

3 

8/20/90 

487 

D 

D 

B 

B 

7 

8/20/90 

488 

D 

P 

B 

H 

8 

8/20/90 

489 

D 

P 

B 

V 

8 

8/20/90 

490 

D 

P 

B 

Si 

4.5 

8/20/90 

491 

D 

P 

B 

B 

9 

8/20/90 

493 

D 

BA 

B 

H 

2.5 

BI20I90 

494 

D 

BA 

B 

V 

4 

8/20/90 

495 

D 

BA 

B 

P 

3 

8/20/90 

496 

D 

BA 

B 

Si 

3 

8/20/90 

497 

D 

BA 

B 

B 

3 

8/20/90 

498 

D 

BA 

B 

Q 

4.5 

8/20/90 

640 

T 

EL 

B 

H 

5 

8/20/90 

641 

T 

EL 

B 

V 

6 

8/20/90 

642 

T 

EL 

B 

Si 

4 

8/20/90 

643 

T 

EL 

B 

B 

4.5 

8/20/90 

644 

T 

D 

B 

H 

4 

8/20/90 

645 

T 

D 

B 

V 

5 

\  8/20/90 

646 

T 

D 

B 

SI 

3 

8/20/90 

647 

T 

D 

B 

B 

5 

8/20/90 

648 

T 

DL 

B 

H 

3 

8/20/90 

649 

T 

DL 

B 

V 

3 

8/20/90 

650 

T 

DL 

B 

SI 

3 

8/20/90 

651 

T 

DL 

B 

B 

5 

8/20/90 

700 

D 

DA 

B 

H 

4 

8/21/90 

279 

S 

B 

M 

P 

4 

8/21/90 

280 

S 

B 

M 

SI 

3 

8/21/90 

281 

S 

B 

M 

B 

D-15 


TABLE  D-3.  (Concluded) 


Date 

8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
O/z'l/OO 
S.21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
8/21/90 
\  8/21/90 
8/21/90 


Run# 

Pilot 

Config. 

Motion 

Task 

HQR  Theta 

Phi 

Xdot 

Hdot 

282 

S 

B 

M 

B 

3 

283 

S 

B 

M 

Q 

3 

284 

s 

B 

M 

Ss 

285 

s 

B 

M 

Ss 

5 

286 

s 

BL 

B 

H 

4 

287 

s 

BL 

B 

V 

5 

288 

s 

BL 

B 

P 

4 

289 

s 

BL 

B 

SI 

4 

290 

s 

BL 

B 

B 

2 

530 

G 

BA 

B 

H 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

531 

G 

BA 

B 

V 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

532 

G 

BA 

B 

P 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

533 

G 

BA 

B 

SI 

3 

2 

2 

1 

2 

534 

G 

BA 

B 

B 

4 

3 

3 

3 

2 

535 

G 

BA 

B 

Q 

3 

2 

2 

2 

3 

536 

G 

BA 

B 

Ss 

4 

1 

1 

2 

3 

537 

G 

EA 

B 

H 

2 

538 

G 

EA 

B 

V 

539 

G 

EA 

B 

V 

4 

540 

G 

EA 

B 

SI 

6 

541 

G 

EA 

B 

B 

6 

701 

D 

DA 

B 

V 

4 

702 

D 

DA 

B 

SI 

4.5 

703 

D 

DA 

B 

B 

5.5 

704 

D 

EA 

B 

H 

705 

D 

EA 

B 

H 

5 

706 

D 

EA 

B 

V 

5 

707 

D 

EA 

B 

SI 

5.5 

708 

D 

EA 

B 

B 

7 
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TA*.-  .D-4.  CONFIGURATION  IDENTIFIERS  FOR  RUN  LOGS 


CrafigimtioB 

Responsc- 

1>pe 

Added 

Delay 

(msec) 

Vis. 

Comp. 

OIT 

(X) 

Fixed 

Base 

(X) 

B  (Baseline) 

Rate  (Hi) 

0 

N 

80 

A 

0 

X 

E 

200 

D 

120 

X 

P 

300 

X 

BL(LowBW) 

Rate  (Lo) 

0 

AL 

0 

X 

NL 

80 

EL 

200 

DL 

120 

X 

BA(ACAH) 

ACAH 

0 

EA 

200 

DA 

120 

X 

B  (Mod  Motion) 

Rate  (Hi) 

0 

B  (Baseline  FB) 

0 

X 

A 

0 

X 

X 

L 

80 

X 

X 

E 

200 

X 

D 

120 

X 

X 

J 

260 

X 

G 

300 

X 

H 

220 

X 

X 

BL(LowBWFB) 

Rate  (Lo) 

0 

X 
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APPENDIX  E 


TRANSCRIBED  PILOT  COMMENTS 
A.  ORGANIZATION  OF  COMMENTS 


The  pilot  comments  in  this  appendix  have  been  sorted  by  pilot  and  then  by  run  number.  Run 
numbers  were  generally  assigned  by  hundreds  to  each  pilot;  for  example,  run  numbers  in  the  400’s 
indicate  runs  made  only  by  Pilot  D.  In  some  cases,  a  pilot  made  more  than  one  hundred  runs  and 
a  new  "block*  of  numbers  was  assigned;  for  example,  runs  for  Pilot  D  also  include  numbers  in  the 
700’s. 

Comments  have  been  transcribed  from  audio  tapes  and  edited  slightly  for  clarity  and  brevity. 
B.  PILOT  D 
Configuration  A  (Fixed  Basel 


Runs  402  and  403  fHoverV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I  would  say  that  there 
were  nKxieratefy  objectionable  to  very  objectionable  deficiencies  and  give  it  a  5-1/2.  I  didn’t  really 
feel  like  I  could  maintain  my  ground  position  within  the  parameters.  I  don’t  know  how  far  I  drifted 
away  from  it,  but  it  felt  like  it  required  quite  intense  effort  to  keep  a  spot  over  the  ground.  Also, 
the  control  system  was  very  susceptible  to  PIO,  especiaUy  in  roll.  I  notic^  there  was  one  point  near 
the  end  of  the  task,  after  45  seconds,  where  I  had  a  tendency  to  really  get  behind  in  my  control  inputs 
arxl  I  could  feel  the  PIO  development  You  couldn’t  stare  at  the  cone  to  hover  due  to  the  system. 
It  would  really  start  rolling  and  pitching,  so  you  had  to  use  some  point  out  on  the  horizon  to  maintain 
your  hover.  Using  those  cones  in  that  position,  you  can’t  use  the  pirouette  tower  to  hover  on.  In 
altitude,  it  seemed  like  it  was  fairly  controllable,  and  very  positively  damped. 

[For  the  VCRs,]  I  would  say  that  the  attitudes  were  probably  a  3-1/2,  fair  to  poor.  Like  I  said, 
it  did  have  a  tendency  after  I  went  through  the  path  to  wander,  and  be  conducive  to  PIO.  Horizontal 
translational  rate,  it  did  wander  a  little  bit  It  felt  like  it  wandered  in  fore  and  aft  across  the  ground. 
Not  so  much  lateral  movement  at  the  beginning,  but  at  the  very  end  the  lateral  movement  did  come 
in  to  it,  and  due  to  the  rates  that  were  developed  and  the  slowness  of  the  rates  I  will  give  it  a  4  as 
far  as  positional  cue  reference.  Vertical  translational  rate,  I  would  give  a  2-1/2  on  that  There  was 
a  slight  tenden^  to  PIO  on  it,  but  still  I  was  able  to  maintain  it  fairly  well 

Run  404  (Vertical  Translationl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attained 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Was  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Minor  but 
annoying  deficiencies.  I’m  not  sure  that  desired  performance  was  met  I’d  have  to  look  at  the 
numbers.  Fd  say  that  it’s  probably  a  4-1/2.  I  thou^t  it  was  pretty  close  to  desired  performance. 

The  VCRs:  Attitude  control  was  fair,  a  3.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  I  noticed  that  the  rates 
once  th^  were  established  were  very  stable  around  that  point  It  was  a  matter  of  just  getting  the 
Irind  of  rate  that  you  wanted  to  establish,  and  translating  across  the  ground  as  you  came  down  upon 
the  ceme,  and  the  same  thing  with  the  vertical  rate.  You  could  ride  right  in  and  out  on  that  Une. 
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I  would  give  horizontal  translational  rate  a  fair,  and  the  vertical  translational  rate  a  fair.  I  guess 
there’s  really  two  tasks  here.  One  is  moving  in  on  the  cones,  and  then  hovering  over  the  cones. 
Taking  it  as  a  factor  of  hovering  next  to  the  cones  that  would  drop  it  down  to  a  4  for  horizontal 
translational  rate.  Vertical  you  could  still  maintain  fairly  well,  and  give  that  a  4. 

Run  406  fSlalomV  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attained  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  It  seems  like  very  objectionable, 
but  tolerable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  required  extensive  pilot  compensation. 

VCR’s:  Attitude  control,  it  was  fair  to  poor,  I  give  it  a  4.  Horizontal  translational  rate.  It  was 
difQcult  to  maintain  the  35  knots  going  down.  Give  that  a  4-1/2.  I  noticed  that  airspeed  has  a 
tendency  to  climb  away.  Vertical  translational  rate  was  okay,  give  that  a  2,  it’s  pretty  easy  to  maintain 
vertical  translational  rate. 

Configuration  D  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  407  fHoverl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Very  objectionable  but  tolerable  deficiencies.  Adequate 
performance  required  extensive  pilot  compensation,  a  6.  What  I  noticed  on  this,  it  seemed  like  it 
took  a  real  long  time  to  notice  the  effect  of  the  helicopter  to  the  control  input.  It  seemed  to  be 
quite  a  long  delay,  and  then  you  didn’t  really  know  how  long  to  leave  it  in  for  to  get  the  desired 
output  Vertical  axis  was  very  controllable,  and  very  easily  maintained.  You  didn’t  even  have  to 
move  the  collective. 

Okay,  VCR’s:  Attitude  cues,  give  it  a  4.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  give  that  a  4.  Vertical 
translational  rate,  a  2. 

Run  408  (Vertical  Translationl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Very  objectionable  but 
tolerable  deGciencies.  Adequate  performance  required  extensive  pilot  compensation.  Give  that  a 
6.  It  looked  like  the  roll  inputs  on  it  were  not  very  precise.  It  really  had  a  tendency  to  PIO.  There 
was  a  delsy  in  seeing  the  resulting  translational  rate  develop.  You  were  constantly  fighting  it  as  you 
tried  to  move  in  on  the  cone.  Once  you  were  established  real  tight  on  the  cone  down  at  the  10-foot 
hover,  it  was  very  difficult  to  maintain  the  position  over  the  ground  so  your  translational  rates 
develop.  I  noticed  that  they  were  mostly  laterally,  and  consequently  there  was  a  tendency  to  PIO. 
Pitch  attitudes  were  a  little  disconcerting  at  times  because  of  the  oscillations  that  were  both  in  pitch 
and  roll  Even  though  there  weren’t  any  large  translational  rates  that  develop  until  later,  this  was  a 
little  disconcerting  because  you  thought  you  were  going  almost  uncontrollable.  You  were  trying  to 
correct  for  that  when  it  was  really  probably  a  PIO  that  was  developing  that  you  can  cure  by  freezing 
onthestidc. 

VCR's:  Attitude,  a  4  due  to  the  oscillation  that  you  had  around  the  neutral  point  that  was  difficult 
to  control  The  horizontal  translational  rate,  m^e  that  a  3.  It  was  fair  because  the  precision  was 
only  fair,  but  you  could  make  limited  "X”  corrections  on  the  thing.  Vertical  translation,  make  that 
a  2.  It  was  very  controllable,  and  you  could  make  precise  corrections,  and  hold  the  altitude  that  you 
needed. 

Run  409  fSlalomV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  No.  I’d  say  major  defidencies,  requires  improvement  Adequate 
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performance  not  attainable.  Maximum  tolerable  pilot  compensation,  a  7.  The  big  thing  on  that,  it 
did  feel  like  it  was  controllable  as  we  went  through  the  pylons.  We  just  didn’t  feel  like  we  were 
totally  in  control  of  the  helicopter  as  we  went  around  the  pylons.  I  couldn’t  adequately  maintain  a 
ground  path  in  between  the  pylons.  It  seemed  like  it  wanted  to  slip  to  the  side,  and  noticed  that  due 
to  the  delay  in  reaction  after  control  input,  it  was  very  disconcerting,  and  had  a  tendency  to  PIO. 
Airspeed  control  was  difficult  to  maintain.  Especially  there  at  the  beginning,  when  you  needed  to 
make  fine  little  pitch  adjustments  to  maintain  your  airspeed.  There  was  more  of  a  tendency  for 
airspeed  excursions  with  the  pylons  being  close  together  there  at  the  beginning.  At  the  end,  you  were 
concerned  with  making  a  ground  track,  and  airspeed  had  a  tendency  to  go  high.  I  think  it  even  went 
out  of  the  adequate  as  far  as  going  better  than  the  8-knots,  so  that’s  the  reason  for  the  7. 

The  VCR’s:  Attitude  control  was  a  4-1/2,  poor.  You  couldn’t  maintain  the  attitude  that  you 
were  trying  to  command.  Horizontal  translational  rate  was  a  4-1/2,  fair  to  poor.  Again,  it  was 
difficult  trying  to  maintain  the  particular  ground  path  that  you  wanted.  Vertical  translational  rate  was 
probably  a  2-1/2.  It  felt  like  that  was  fairly  easy  to  maintain,  and  it  didn’t  have  the  tendency  to 
exceed  the  20-foot  parameter  that  we  have. 

Baseline  Configuration  (Fixed  Basel 

Run  410  fHoverl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  I’d  say  it  was  fair,  some  minor 
unpleasant  deficiencies.  Normal  pilot  compensation  required  for  this  desired  performance.  The  big 
thing  I  noticed  here,  instead  of  it  being  translational-lateral  problems,  it  seemed  it  was  more  of  a 
pitch  and  fore  and  aft  translational  problems.  Again,  altitude  was  easy  to  hold,  and  as  I  said  the  roll 
was  easy  to  hold,  and  also  the  heading  control  was  easy  to  control  'The  only  deficienqr  I  could  see 
was  in  l^e  pitch  axis  on  this  one.  A  3. 

[For  VCRs:]  Attitude  control  I  would  say  that  it’s  a  2-1/2.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  make 
that  a  3-1/2  due  to  the  fact  that  it  seemed  like  it  wandered  in  fore  and  aft.  Vertical  translational  rate, 
make  that  a  2. 

Run  411  (Vertical  Translation!.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  The  deficiencies  did  warrant 
improvement  I  would  say  that  it  is  moderately  objectionable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance 
requited  considerable  pilot  compensation  in  the  fore  and  aft  longitudinal  axis.  I  would  rate  that  a 
5.  It  seemed  like  the  roll  was  very  stable.  The  vertical  axis  was  also  very  stable.  In  fore  and  aft.  it 
was  difficult  to  maintain  a  precise  position  in  relationship  to  the  cone.  It  had  a  tendency  to  build  up 
a  rate  going  fore  and  aft.  That’s  the  reason  it  graded  down  to  a  5. 

[For  VCRs,]  Attitude,  make  that  a  3,  fair.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  make  that  a  3-1/2.  This 
is  due  to  the  fact  of  it  translating  longitudinally,  and  not  being  able  to  hold  it  precisely.  Vertical 
translational  rate,  make  that  a  2.  That  held  in  there  veiy  good.  It  was  very  ea^  to  control 

Run  412  fSlalomV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  with  tolerable  pilot  workload? 
Yes.  It  felt  like  it  was.  Sadsfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  I  would  give  it  some  minor  but 
annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate  pilot  compensation.  The  big  thing 
here,  again,  was  airspeed  control  and  I  think  that  was  directly  related  to  the  pitch  axis  and  the 
longitudinal  control  It  was  difficult  to  hold  on  to  that  35  knots  as  we  maneuvered  down  the  course. 
It  was  very  responsive  in  roll  vvhich  was  good.  You  could  maintain  your  position  within  the  three 
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squares  of  the  pillars.  A  5 —  Minor  but  annoying  deGciencies,  moderate  compensation,  airspeed 
control  difBcult  to  hold  at  35  knots  —  make  that  a  4. 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude  control  was  a  3-1/2  due  to  the  longitudinal  control.  Horizontal 
translational  rate,  2-1/2.  It  was  good,  we  were  able  to  maintain  within  the  three  squares,  and  I  felt 
like  I  could  maintain  it  fairly  precisely.  Vertical  translational  rate,  a  2.  It  held  right  where  you 
needed  to  have  it  as  far  as  the  20  feet,  and  within  the  parameters  of  that. 

Confleuration  E  (Fixed  Basel 

Run  413  (HoverV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I’d  give  it  minor  but  annoying  deGciencies.  I  believe  that 
desired  performance  was  attained  for  most  of  the  time.  In  any  event  there  were  some  excursions, 
give  it  a  4-1/2.  Noticed  on  that,  once  you  were  stabilized  it  held  pretty  much  right  on  the  money. 
When  you  started  to  put  in  small  inputs  that’s  when  you  really  started  to  drift  away  from  the  point 
You  have  a  tendency  to  inGuence  the  adequate  performance  requiring  a  lot  of  pilot  compensation. 
Again,  vertical  axis  was  fairly  easy  to  control.  It  was  just  mostly  in  pitch  and  roll  axes  that  it  was 
difGcult  to  maintain  the  desired  positiort  It  seemed  like  there  was  a  delay  in  the  roll  axis,  but  the 
pitch  axis  was  almost  immediate  to  any  control  inputs.  Rates  were  established  on  those  almost 
inunediately  so  that  the  control  harmony  was  a  little  bit  off  there.  You  had  to  use  one  method  of 
control  for  longitudinal,  and  one  method  for  lateral 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude  control  would  be  a  3-1/2  due  to  this  control  input  Horizontal  translational 
rate — you  were  able  to  maintain  limited  corrections  with  conGdence,  and  precision  was  fair  to  good. 
A  2-1/2  on  that  Vertical  translational  rate,  again  that  was  a  2,  that  was  very  well  maintained. 

Run  414  (Vertical  Translation!.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  I  would  give  it  moderately 
objectionable  to  very  objectionable  but  tolerable  deGciencies.  About  a  5-1/2.  Again,  it  seemed  like 
the  pitch  and  roll  were  difGcult  to  control,  and  to  keep  in  harmony  together.  It  seems  like  there’s 
a  delay  in  the  roll  axis,  and  not  in  the  pitch  axis.  This  causes  a  lot  of  wallowing  around  the  attitude 
of  the  helicopter,  around  the  roll  axis,  and  not  much  around  the  pitch  axis  until  you  start  to  make 
a  control  input  It’s  easy  to  start  a  drifting  rate,  longitudinally  where  you  drift  fore  and  aft  to  a  great 
degree  due  to  the  pitch-axis  control  Again  vertical  was  easQy  maintained. 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude,  make  it  a  4.  Vertical  translational  rate  a  2-1/2.  The  reason  I  lowered  the 
vertical  rate,  I  noticed  there  was  a  tendency  to  start  some  hobbling  out  there  when  we  were  making 
corrections  down  low  to  the  ground. 

Run  415  fSlaloml  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes.  Satisfactory 
without  improvement?  No.  I  felt  there  were  some  very  objectionable  but  tolerable  deGciencies,  that 
adequate  performance  required  extensive  pOot  compensation.  HQR6.  The  big  thing  I  noticed  was 
trying  to  maintain  the  track  going  along  the  ground.  It  seemed  to  wander,  again,  without  being  able 
to  establish  a  correction  to  get  the  path  back  where  you  wanted  it  There  was  a  tendenry  to  drift  in 
towards  the  p^ons.  Airspeed  control  was  difGcult,  and  the  can  be  the  result  of  the  pitch  axis  and 
rcdl  axis  not  being  in  harmony  with  each  other.  Directional  control  was  easy  to  maintain  again  in  this 
particular  conGguration. 
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VCRs:  Attitude,  a  3-1/2,  on  the  low  side  of  fair.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  a  4.  The  roll, 
the  sort  of  a  wallowing  that  we’re  getting,  is  conducive  to  PIO.  Vertical  translational  rate,  2-1/2  on 
that 

Configuration  G  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  416  fHoverV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  No.  Deficiencies  require  improvement  I  would  give  this  a  7-1/2.  Adequate  performance 
didn’t  really  feel  like  it  was  fuUy  attainable,  and  there  wps  some  question  with  some  of  the  roll 
attitudes  whether  or  not  we  were  staying  in  control,  so  it  would  be  a  7  to  7-1/2.  It  seemed  to  be 
much  faster  in  pitch  response  then  in  roll  response.  This  was  confusing,  it  really  added  to  the  PIO 
tendency  on  this  maneuver.  Vertical  axis,  I  was  able  to  maintain  fairly  good  control 

[For  VCRs,]  Attitude  control  was  poor,  that’s  a  5.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  make  it  a  3-1/2 
on  that  Vertical  translational  rate,  a  3  on  that  Again,  attitude  control,  you  just  didn’t  feel  very 
confident  where  you  were  putting  the  helicopter.  Horizontal  translational  rates  as  a  result  suffered, 
and  you  were  able  to  build  up  high  translational  rates  in  both  X  and  Y  directions.  Vertical- 
translational  rate,  again  it  was  controllable. 

Runs  417  and  418  (Vertical  Translation!.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance 
attainable?  No.  There  were  major  deficiencies.  I  didn’t  feel  like  we  could  really  maintain  a  precise 
hover  with  maximum  tolerable  pilot  compensation,  however  controUability  wasn’t  in  question  so  I  give 
it  a  7.  It  really  seemed  like  it  wanted  to  oscillate  or  wallow  around  the  trim  point,  and  that’s  what 
made  it  difficult  to  control.  The  pitch  response  does  seem  to  be  sharper  to  the  cyclic  input  than  what 
the  roll  does,  but  yet,  there  is  a  delay  there  that  causes  a  PIO  tendency. 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude  control,  a  poor  —  5  on  that  Horizontal  translational  rate,  a  3,  fair. 
Vertical  translational  rate,  a  2-1/2  on  that  Again,  the  attitude  control  was  very  poor  because  of  this 
wallowing  effect  that  we  were  getting  of  the  helicopter  around  the  lateral  and  longitudinal  axes. 

Run  419  fSlalomt  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attained  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  No.  Major  deficiencies  do  require  improvement  Adequate  performance  not  attainable 
with  maximum  tolerable  pilot  compensation.  That’s  a  HQR  7.  It  seemed  like  it  wanted  to  wallow 
in  the  lateral  axis  which  caused  us  to  come  in  close  to  the  pylons,  and  not  being  able  to  maintain  a 
precise  track  across  the  ground.  Airspeed  was  a  little  bit  more  controllable.  Not  much  firom  the 
previous  configuration.  This  might  be  due  to  the  pitch  response  that  we’re  getting  that  we’re  able 
to  maintain  in  order  to  achieve  an  attitude  which  will  give  us  a  reduction  in  airspeed  that  we  need. 
Vertically  that  last  time  I  noticed  it  did  have  a  tendency  to  fluctuate,  to  go  low  there  about  midway 
through  the  course.  I  don’t  know  if  that  was  a  combination  of  the  lateral  and  longitudinal  in  the 
vertical  axis  or  if  it  was  just  a  vertical  alone.  I  think  it  was  probably  the  combination  of  all  three. 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude  control  for  the  slalom  run  I  would  give  it  a  3-1/2.  It  did  seem  like  it 
want^  to  maintain  the  attitude  or  it  was  easy  to  maintain  the  attitude,  but  when  you  went  to  make 
a  correction  that’s  when  everything  went  bad  So  the  horizontal  translational  rate  give  that  a  5.  In 
vertical  give  that  a  3-1/2. 
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ConflgnratioB  J  (Fixed  Base) 


Run  420  (HoverV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Very  objectionable  but  tolerable 
defidencies  Adequate  performance  requir^  extensive  pilot  compensation.  Again,  it  seemed  like 
it  wanted  to  wallow  around  the  trim  point,  and  this  time  it  seemed  Uke  there  was  a  delay  in  the  pitch 
response,  which  was  greater  than  the  delay  in  the  roll  response.  There  was  also  a  delay  in  the 
coUective  input  which  added  to  the  difficulty  of  the  hovering  task  of  maintaining  a  20-foot  altitude 
(m  it  That’s  the  reason  it’s  an  HQR  6. 


[For  VCRs,]  attitude,  I  would  give  it  a  3,  a  fair.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  make  that  a  4  on 
this.  Vertical,  make  that  a  4.  Attitude  control  was  only  really  marginally  fair;  like  I  said,  there  was 
a  tendency  to  wallow  around.  Translational  rate  as  a  result  suffered  from  this,  and  then  the  vertical 
translatk)n  was  difficult  to  anticipate. 

Run  421  (Vertical  TranslationV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pflot  workload?  Yes,  I  believe  it  was.  Was  it  satisfactory  with  out  improvement?  No. 
There’s  very  objectionable  tolerable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  requires  extensive  pilot 
compensation.  That  would  be  an  HQR  of  6.  It  seemed  like  it  really  wanted  to  wallow  around,  and 
add^  to  that  was  the  difficulty  in  controlling  the  vertical  axis  which  all  compounded  itself  in  not 
being  able  to  hold  the  position  over  the  ground,  and  it  wanting  to  just  wander  around  the  hover 
point 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude  4-1/2,  almost  pcx>r.  Horizontal  translational  rate  a  4-1/2,  vertical  4-1/2,  for 
the  reasons  that  we  gave  before. 

Run  422  fSlaloml.  Controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Some  very  objectionable  but  tolerable 
defidencies.  It  felt  like  adequate  performance  was  attained,  but  it  did  require  extensive  pilot 
compensation.  Once  we  got  going  moving  at  a  forward  rate  it  didn’t  require  all  that  mudi  in  order 
to  maintain  the  airspeed.  I  did  notice  that  when  we  went  to  make  a  slight  change  to  the  vertical  axis 
it  took  a  long  time  for  it  to  take  effect  through  the  collective.  That  could  be  improved.  Again,  the 
wallowing  that  we  got  as  we  went  around  the  pylon,  it  really  wasn’t  that  noticeable  on  the  pylon  task. 
It’s  probably  due  to  the  fact  that  we  have  a  forward  velodty  going.  I  would  stick  with  a  6  on  that 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude  control,  I  did  notice  that  as  we  went  around  the  pylons  it  had  a  tendency 
to  overcontrol  slightly  so  I’d  give  it  a  4  there.  On  the  horizontal  translational  rate,  make  that  a  2-1/2. 
It  was  fai^  easy  to  maintain  the  track  that  we  needed.  Vertical  translatk)nal  rate,  make  that  a  4,  just 
due  to  the  difficulty  in  the  time  delays  in  the  collective. 


Low-Bandwidth  Con 


itkw  (Fixed  Base) 


Run  430  fHoverV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Moderately  objectionable  deficiencies,  adequate  performance 
required  considerable  pilot  compensation.  HQR  5.  I  noticed  that  it  had  a  tendency  to  oscillate  in 
pit^  especially  vdimi  you  were  trying  to  do  a  very  predse  hover  task.  There  was  a  tendency  to  get 
into  a  PIO.  Thn  made  it  diffknilt  to  keep  the  cone  in  the  lower  half  of  the  window,  and  I  felt  like 
I  was  able  to  keep  the  cone  within  the  window  at  least  50%  of  the  time.  I  was  able  to  maintain 
altitude  very  dose,  plus  or  minus  two  feet  I’d  say  we  achieved  the  desired  performance  on  altitude. 
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and  desired  performance  on  heading.  The  only  thing  that  was  questionable  on  this  was  keeping  the 
cone  in  the  window.  1  noticed  that  there  was  a  delay  in  the  collective,  and  its  reaction  to  any  kind 
of  input  It  took  a  little  bit  of  time  to  get  it  to  respond,  and  it  seemed  like  there  was  a  slight  delay 
depending  upon  the  task  that  you  were  doing  in  either  pitch  or  roll.  The  precise  hover  you  could 
see  the  deficiency  in  the  pitch  attitude  more  than  you  could  in  the  roll  for  some  reason.  I’d  have  to 
put  a  command  in  to  it,  and  then  wait  a  little  bit  to  get  some  kind  of  response  out  of  it.  This  has  a 
tendency  to  give  it  a  PIO  tendency  for  a  large  input  movement.  Of  course  in  this  particular  task 
there  wasn’t  that  big  a  requirement  for  large-collective  inputs.  Where  I  noticed  the  most  control 
movement  was  in  pitch,  and  what  appears  to  be  a  delay. 

Run  431  (Vertical  Translation^.  HQR’s:  Was  it  controllable?  Was  adequate  performance 
attainable?  I  think  it  was.  Was  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I’d  say  there’s  some  very 
objectionable  but  tolerable  deficiencies,  and  adequate  performance  requires  extensive  pilot 
compensation,  HQR  6.  Again,  what  I  was  noticing  was  that  natural  movement  to  the  point  and  away 
from  the  point  was  fairly  easy  controlled  once  the  rate  was  established.  It  was  trying  to  get  this 
movement  along  the  ground  established  that  was  difficult  You  didn’t  know  how  much  attitude 
change  you  really  needed  to  get  a  translational  rate  going.  Consequently  you  put  in  a  little  bit,  you’d 
see  the  nose  bob,  or  the  wings  dip,  and  nothing  would  happen  so  you’d  think  it  needs  a  little  bit 
more.  You  were  fighting  this  tendency,  and  consequently  putting  in  too  much,  and  having  to  take 
some  out  or  go  the  opposite  direction  which  caused  you  to  be  very  jerl^.  When  you  got  down  low 
to  the  ground  in  the  pitch  axis,  longitudinal^  going  fore  and  aft  then  as  you  mov^  away  it  became 
very  evident  in  the  roll  axis  in  trying  to  establish  a  factor  away  from  the  cone. 

Runs  432  and  433  (Slalom V  Okay,  I  thought  that  was  pretty  easy.  It  seemed  like  everything 
sort  of  stayed  in  there,  and  I  think  desired  performance  was  achieved.  With  that  in  mind,  I  would 
say:  Yes,  controllable.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement? 
Yes.  I  give  it  a  fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies,  there  were  some  excursions  of  altitude  low, 
but  nothing  out  of  the  limits.  Ill  give  it  an  HQR  3  because  minimal  pilot  compensation  was  required 
for  desired  performance.  It  seemed  like  it  was  fairly  stable  going  around  the  poles.  Like  I  said  the 
altitude  did  get  down,  I  think  I  saw  it  10  feet  at  one  time.  It  was  fairly  easy  to  maintain  within  three 
squares,  without  hitting  a  pole,  and  it  seemed  ^ry  responsive  to  pitch  and  roll.  They  could  be 
anticipated  adequately  enough  so  not  to  overcontrol,  and  be  able  to  maintain  a  precise  track  along 
the  ground. 

Low-Bandwidth  Configuration  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  434  fHoverl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  a 
tolerable-pilot  work  load?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I’d  say  that  there  were 
moderate^  objectionable  to  very  objectional  deficiencies,  and  give  it  an  HQR  5-1/2.  The  main  thing 
I  noticed  was  that  when  you  went  to  put  an  input  in,  it  took  a  while  for  the  aircraft  to  react  to  the 
input  You’d  get  a  roll,  the  visual  sighting  of  the  roll,  but  nothing  would  happen  as  far  as  your 
translational  path  across  the  ground.  Just  about  the  time  you  did  get  a  translational  input  you’d 
better  be  thinking  about  taking  it  out  because  you’re  going  to  go  too  far.  I  thought  that  is  a  result 
of  attitude  tendency  for  overcontrolling.  One  technique  that  I  tried  using  on  this  was  very  short 
inputs  with  cyclic  to  help  to  maintain  over  a  spot  That  reaUy  didn’t  seem  to  help.  I  could  still  see 
the  deviations  for  about  the  first  30, 40, 45  seconds  of  the  maneuver.  It  was  tairfy  easy  to  keep  the 
cone  in  sight,  but  for  some  reason  during  the  last  15  to  20  seconds  of  it  it  just  seemed  to  become 
almost  impossible  to  keep  it  in  that  lower  portion  of  the  glareshield.  Collective  —  altitude  control 
is  very  easy  on  it  It  seemed  like  at  one  stage  to  drive  around  the  place  and  height  that  we  wanted. 
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Run  435  fPirouetteV  It  was  controllable.  Adequate  performance  was  attainable.  Satisfactory 
without  improvement?  Yes.  I’d  say  that  it’s  probably  good  to  fair,  and  give  it  a  2-1/2.  There’s  some 
minor  to  unpleasant  deficiencies  in  it  It  seemed  like  it  got  fairly  well  established  going  around  the 
circle  with  very  little  input  necessary.  If  you  did  go  to  make  a  change  to  it,  that  made  it  more 
difficult  It  really  didn’t  seem  like  it  needed  that  much  correction  going  around.  It  maintained 
altitude  all  the  way  around,  and  I  was  able  to  maintain  the  speed  after  we  got  going  to  the  side.  Both 
directions  seemed  equally  as  easy  to  maneuver  around  the  circle.  I  couldn’t  see  anything  that  was 
super  wrong  with  it 

[Note:  Runs  440-456  had  incorrect  motion  system  and  were  deleted  from  analysis.] 

Baseline  Configuration 

Run  462  (HoverV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I  would  say  that  there’s 
minor  but  annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate  pilot  compensation.  The 
big  thing  that  I  noticed  here  is  that  it  seemed  like  you  can  get  a  handle  on  the  longitudinal 
translational  movement,  and  maintain  it  with  just  slight  changes  in  pitch  which  produced  a  very 
responsive  translational  rate.  It  seemed  like  lateral  had  a  tendency  to  drift  oQ,  and  it  was  difficult 
to  bring  it  back.  The  motion  seemed  to  be  in  phase  with  the  longitudinal  fore  and  aft  The  lateral 
did  too,  but  it  just  seemed  like  it  took  more  time  for  it  to  take  effect  in  lateral  than  for  what  it  did 
in  the  longitudinal  so  that  would  be  an  HQR  4.  Vertical  control  is  easy  to  maintain  for  this. 

VCR’s:  Attitude,  I  would  give  it  a  3-1/2.  Horizontal-translational  rate,  I  give  that  a  3-1/2. 
Vertical,  I  give  that  a  2. 

Run  463  /Vertical  Translation^  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  This  one  I 
would  make  as  minor  to  moderately  objectionable  deficiencies  so  that’s  an  HQR  4J.  Laterally,  it 
seemed  to  be  more  exaggerated  in  this  as  you  moved  in  and  out  It  did  seem  fairly  easy  to  control 
It’s  fairfy  easy  to  see  movements  right  away  in  keeping  the  cone  down  in  the  lower  portion  of  the 
windshield.  Vertical  was  fairly  easy  to  control  so  that  would  make  it  an  HQR  4-1/2. 

[For  VCRs,]  attitude  control  —  in  general,  make  it  a  VCR  3.  Horizontal  translational  rate  — 
make  it  a  VCR  4.  Vertical  trarulational  rate  —  make  that  a  VCR  2-1/2. 

Motion  —  it  doesn’t  seem  like  there’s  the  same  rate  in  roll  rate  that  we’re  getting  with  pitch 
fate  in  the  thing.  It  seems  like  the  roll  rate  is  much  slower  than  the  pitch  rate.  The  actual  pitch 
response  is  quicker.  The  roll  response  seems  to  be  somewhat  delayed  so  you’re  getting  excursions 
away  from  the  exact  point  that  you  want  to  be  at  Again,  you’re  back  to  the  point  of  not  being  able 
to  determine  wdien  to  put  it  in  or  take  it  out  to  get  the  land  of  translational  rate  that  you  want 

Run  465  fPirouetteV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  I  would  say  that  it  was  fair, 
some  rnOdiy  unpleasant  deficiencies.  I  give  it  a  3.  Minimal  compensation  is  required  to  achieve 
desired  performance.  The  lateral  translational  rate  could  be  easily  achieved  and  precisely  controlled 
as  we  went  around  the  circle,  and  it  looked  like  it  could  also  be  controlled  in  fore  and  aft  in  the 
longitudinal  direction  with  just  very  little  input  correction  to  it  Height  was  easily  controlled  with  the 
collective.  It  didn’t  seem  to  be  a  problem  in  either  way.  Going  to  stop  it,  it  came  to  a  precise  stop. 


and  was  easify  controlled  as  we  stopped  it  The  rate  seemed  good  going  all  the  way  around  in 
performing  the  task.  Nothing  seem^  like  it  was  getting  overcontrolled,  or  there  was  a  tendency  to 
PIO.  The  onfy  thing  I  noticed  a  slight  tendency  to  PIO  was  at  the  end  when  you  were  trying  to  come 
to  an  abrupt  stop,  there  was  a  slight  tendency  to  excite  the  longitudinal,  to  start  some  excursions 
going  longitudinally.  That  might  l^d  to  a  question  whether  you’d  reaUy  want  to  stop  that  abrupt  in 
a  real  machine. 

VCRs:  Attitude  control.  I’d  say,  would  be  a  3-1/2.  This  is  mainly  just  due  to  a  slight 
overcontrol  that  we  were  getting.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  make  that  a  2-1/2.  That  was  fairly 
well  controllable.  Vertical  translational  rate,  that  could  be  a  2. 

Runs  466  and  467  (Slaloml.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  Fair,  some  mildly 
unpleasant  deficiencies.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  I  give  that  a  3.  The  main  thing  I 
noticed  on  this,  as  we  went  around,  it  seemed  like  the  helicopter  sort  of  skidded  out  as  we  ran  around 
the  turtL  It  didn’t  seem  like  it  was  smooth  going  around,  and  we  sort  of  slid  out  to  the  side,  on  each 
side  of  the  pylotL  It  didn’t  seem  realistic  with  this  kind  of  slide  even  with  a  little  bit  of  pedal  input 
to  keep  you  coordinated  It  was  almost  like  the  rotation  wasn’t  correct  for  a  turn  like  that,  a  short 
turn  and  a  tight  turn,  in  this  particular  maneuver,  so  Fd  say  you’d  have  to  compensate  for  that 
Vertical  control  is  easily  maintained,  very  responsive  to  it,  and  it  seemed  like  the  motion  was 
adequate  for  it,  so  that  would  still  just  give  it  a  3. 

VCRs:  Attitude  control,  probably  because  of  the  slight  tendency  to  sldd  out  on  it  give  it  a  3- 
1/2.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  a  3.  It  seemed  like  it  was  fairfy  easy  to  control  as  we  went  along 
the  ground  and  fairly  easy  to  maintain  a  desired  path  in  spite  of  the  slight  washout  Vertical 
translational  rate,  make  that  a  2-1/2. 

Run  468  (Bobun/Downl.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  There’s  mildly  unpleasant 
deficiencies.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  Make  that  a  3.  The  big  thing  I  noticed  here  was 
that  there  was  a  slight  tendency  to  overshoot,  but  it  seemed  to  dampen  out  very  readily  and  positively 
with  just  a  few  collective  inputs.  The  coUectire  inputs  or  the  rapid  movements  of  the  collective  did 
have  a  tendency  to  excite  longitudinal/lateraL  Once  you  got  down  within  some  kind  of  ground 
reference,  it  was  very  ea^  to  dampen  out  these  oscillations  and  keep  within  the  parameters  of  the 
3  squares  of  where  you  were  supposed  to  be.  You  did  lose  sight  of  the  visual  very  quickly  after 
pulling  in  the  collective,  at  least  tlw  visual  scene  underneath  it,  so  this  had  a  tendency  to  cause  you 
to  drift  a  little  bit  in  longitudinal/lateral  orientation.  There  was  also  a  tendency  to  overshoot  as  you 
Came  back  down  with  rapid  movement  of  the  collective.  This  could  be  dampen^  out  fairly  well  with 
the  collective,  and  without  any  undue  effort  on  the  pilot’s  part 

VCR’s  for  this:  Attitude,  make  it  a  3-1/2.  Fair.  Just  due  to  the  situation  that  you  get  in  the 
lack  of  the  references  that  you  have  for  the  attitude,  both  in  lateral  and  longitudinal  Horizontal 
translational  rate  would  be  a  2-1/2.  It  didn’t  seem  like  we  drifted  all  that  much,  but  it  wasn’t  really 
correctable.  Vertical  translational  rate  would  be  a  2.  That  was  very  weU  controUed,  and  without 
being  able  to  overshoot 

Run  469  fDash/Ouickstool  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  Fair,  some  mildiy 
unpleasant  deficiencies,  to  a  good,  negligible  deficienqr.  Make  that  a  2-1^  It  seemed  like  it  was 
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fairfy  ea:^  to  get  the  thing  going.  Very  controllable  on  attitude.  There’s  no  tendency  to  overshoot 
It  £elt  positive  response  during  the  whole  pitchdown  motion,  and  nothing  that  seemed  out  of  control 
It  accelerated  on  out  to  60  knots,  and  it  was  very  ea^  to  control  the  attitude  and  the  vertical 
component  with  just  the  pitch  control  During  the  deceleration  it  looked  like  it  had  a  tendency  to 
turn  a  little  bit,  but  that  could  easily  be  controlled  with  the  collective  and  pitch  control.  Motion  cues 
felt  good  in  it  throughout.  It  was  like  you  were  actually  pitching  forward,  and  then  doing  the 
deceleration  at  the  far  end  as  if  you  were  really  decelerating.  There  were  no  disorienting  motion  or 
visual  cues  through  it,  and  it  all  seemed  fairly  reasonable. 

VCRs:  Attitude  control  throughout  would  be  a  2-1/2.  Horizontal  translational  rate  a  2-1/2. 
Vertical  a  2-112^  Make  attitude  a  2,  horizontal  translational  rate  a  2-1/2.  This  was  a  little  bit  lower, 
because  at  the  end  it  was  slightly  difficult  to  judge  a  deceleration  rate.  I  slowed  down  a  little  bit 
early,  and  I  wasn’t  able  to  bring  it  to  as  precise  an  end  as  what  1  would  have  liked.  Vertical  control 
we  did  have  a  tendency  to  drift  down  there  towards  the  end  as  we  went  to  decelerate.  We  dipped 
down,  and  then  ballooned  at  the  end. 

Run  470  fSidesteph  Controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  woildoad?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  There  were  moderately  to  minor 
defidoides  in  this.  The  desired  performance  required  moderate  to  considerable  pilot  performance. 
Make  it  a  4-1/2.  The  main  thing  I  noticed  on  this  was  during  the  initial  lateral  acceleration,  the 
hovering  task,  and  then  the  deceleration,  it  had  a  tendency  to  wander  around  the  hover  point  When 
you  went  to  bring  it  to  a  stop  after  accelerating  laterally,  it  was  difficult  to  maintain  a  precise  hover 
point  at  the  end.  It  had  a  tendency  to  drift  off,  and  there  was  a  tendency  to  overcompensate  for  it 
Altitude  control  was  fairly  ea:^  to  do.  Initial  roll  rate,  I  was  getting  greater  than  20  degrees  of  bank, 
and  it  was  ea^  to  achieve  and  maintain  throughout  It  didn’t  seem  like  it  was  showing  you  any  kind 
ot  unusual  attitude  or  out-of-control  condition.  The  only  thing  that  really  felt  uncomfortable  was  the 
decelerations  at  the  end.  There  was  a  lot  of  wallowing  around  the  hover  point  in  trying  to  maintain 
a  spot  right  over  the  ground. 

VCRs:  As  far  as  attitude  control  because  of  the  end  points  I  would  give  it  a  4.  Horizontal 
translational  rate,  a  3.  Lateral  rate  was  easier  to  maintain  than  the  fore  and  aft  one.  I  noticed  that 
it  had  a  tendenqr  to  drift  a  little  bit  fore  and  aft  due  to  the  visual  cueing  out  here.  It  was  difficult 
to  notice  v^iich  way  you  were  going  until  you  saw  the  red  and  green  line  moving.  Vertical 
translational  rate,  make  that  a  2-1/2.  It  was  slightly  difficult  to  control  during  the  initial  20  degree 
bank,  but  fairly  cosy  the  rest  of  the  time. 

Pflot  comment  card:  Is  your  flying  technique  modified  because  you’re  flying  a  simulator?  Yes. 
Hie  main  reason  is  that  you  can  be  more  aggressive  than  what  you  would  in  a  normal  aircraft 
because  you  know  you  won’t  crash.  You  won’t  snag  a  rotor  blade  or  something.  You  have  a 
toidency  to  be  as  aggressive  as  you  want  without  the  fear  of  dying.  Comment  on  aircraft  response: 
It  seems  the  aircraft  response  is  very  crisp  compared  to  normal  helicopters  that  we  fly.  Any  unusual 
duiractmistics?  The  inertia  feel  again,  it  does  not  feel  like  it’s  in  the  simulator  as  what  you  have  in 
the  actual  helicopter.  What  seems  to  be  the  bi^est  defect  of  the  simulators  is  that  you  just  don’t 
have  that  mass  ttet  you’re  moving  around  like  you  do  in  the  actual  machine.  How  did  the  motion 
cues  affect  your  control  of  the  rotorcraft?  Valuable  for  control?  Yes.  It  helped  you  determine  what 
kind  of  rate  you  wme  going  achieve  as  far  as  longitudinal  lateral  and  vertical  rates,  so  of  some  value, 
t:U  not  very  realistic.  We  haven’t  flown  any  other  motion  ^tems  other  than  this  one.  Motion/visual 
cues?  In  this,  they  seem  to  be  fairly  consistent  Is  there  any  unusual,  conflicting  or  uncomfortable 
visual/iBiotion  cue?  The  mly  thing  ^at  I  noticed,  it  seems  lilm  in  the  lateral  axis  the  roll  that  you  get 
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resembles  the  real  helicopter  better  than  what  the  pitch  axis  does.  It  seems  like  there’s  sharper 
acceleration.  Today,  for  some  reason,  versus  the  other  day  it  doesn’t  seem  to  be  as  predominant  now. 
I  don’t  know,  mayte  it’s  just  me,  or  something  has  been  changed,  but  it  does  feel  a  little  less  sharp 
in  the  pitch  axis  which  is  good  because  it’s  what  you  would  expect  in  the  real  machine.  Any  feeling 
of  nausea  or  discomfort?  Just  the  first  time  I  flew  this  system,  there  was  a  slight  bit  of  discomfort. 
There  was  nothing  that  you  couldn’t  fly  through.  Today,  I  didn’t  notice  anything.  Obvious 
deflciencies  in  the  visual  scene?  Outside  of  not  being  able  to  get  any  kind  of  texture  from  the 
ground,  and  it  sort  of  being  unclear  as  to  where  the  surface  is,  I  don’t  see  any  other  deficiencies. 
Unfortunately,  for  these  kinds  of  tasks,  you’ve  required  a  very  high-gain,  high-performance  type  task 
with  a  very  low-gain,  low-performance  visual  system.  It’s  almost  unfair.  I  think  if  your  visual  scene 
was  better,  you’d  see  better  performance  in  the  actual  performance  of  the  task,  but  that’s  a  comment 
that’s  been  common  with  this  visual  system  since  I’ve  flown  it 
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Run  471  fHoverV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I  would  say  that  deficiencies  warrant 
improvement  They  are  very  objectionable  but  tolerable,  and  adequate  performance  requires 
extensive  pilot  compensation.  ITl  give  that  one  a  6.  It’s  between  a  6  and  a  7,  but  I  have  a  feeling 
that  the  pflot  could  learn  to  live  with  this  control  configuration.  The  thing  that  I  noticed,  it  seems 
like  the  motion  system  was  constant^  in  motion  after  it  appeared  visualfy  that  the  scene  in  the 
helicopter  was  stable,  and  this  was  a  little  disconcerting  because  you  didn’t  know  bow  to  steady  this 
thing  out  It  continued  to  bobble  around  the  point  in  both  pitch  and  roll  without  you  putting  any 
input  in  to  it  The  control  system  seems  good,  as  responsive  as  the  ones  we’ve  seen  before,  but  it’s 
vety  much  time  delay,  and  the  total  motion  response  seems  like  it’s  stretched  out  over  a  long  period 
of  time.  It  looks  like  the  motion  starts  fairly  quick.  You  do  feel  an  acceleration,  but  like  I  say  it  does 
stretch  out  for  a  long  period  of  time.  This  degrades  the  performance  of  the  hover  task.  It’s  like 
being  on  a  rubber  band  where  you  just  continue  to  oscillate,  but  if  you  look  at  the  picture  in  front 
of  you,  you’re  not  oscillating  at  all  It’s  fairly  stable  as  to  where  you’re  at  There’s  an  awful  lot  of 
travel  to  the  motion  system  because  you  are  feeling  more  of  a  sinldng  feeling.  You  could  really  feel 
it  in  here  when  it’s  moving  around.  There’s  a  longer  stroke  to  the  motion  system.  Like  I  say,  this 
is  what’s  degrading  the  performance  of  it  You’re  feeling  that  you  want  to  correct  for  that  but  the 
visual  scene  is  telling  you  everything’s  okay.  You  really  are  in  a  good  position.  I  did  notice  one  time, 
on  that  cone  over  there,  that  about  30  or  45  seconds  through  the  hover,  we  really  started  going  all 
over  the  place.  It  didn’t  appear  that  the  cone  was  moving  all  that  much  or  all  that  fast  but  the 
motion  system  gave  the  feeling  that  we  were  really  being  tossed  around.  It  just  compounded  itself, 

and  made  the  task  more  difficult 

\ 

Run  472  (Vertical  Translation!.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attained  with  a 
tolerable  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Again  a  6.  Very  objectionable 
with  tolerable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  requires  extensive  pilot  compensation.  Again  the 
low  damping,  and  the  motion  system  is  causing  some  PIO  in  to  it  in  correction.  It’s  very  difficult  to 
hover  just  by  orienting  yourself  to  the  cone  on  the  side.  You  really  start  up  a  lateral  movement  and 
lateral  rocking  motion  with  it  I  think  that’s  just  because  you’re  feeling  tto  motion  system  coming 
in  so  late,  or  so  stretched  out,  that  you’re  trying  to  correct  for  it  when  you  may  not  need  to  actually 
correct  for  it  Of  course  there’s  no  way  to  tell  if  you’re  not  looking  straight  ahead.  If  you  look 
straight  ahead,  and  then  you  realize  that  you  realty  don’t  need  to  correct  for  that  lateral  movement 
that  you’re  not  moving  that  much,  yet  the  motion  system  gives  you  the  feeling  like  you  are  moving. 
Like  I  said,  if  you’re  staring  out  to  the  side  or  concentrating  out  to  the  side  then  you  have  the 
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tenden^  to  go  ahairf  and  correct  for  the  motion  that  you’re  feeling,  and  as  a  result  you  just  make 
everything  worse,  and  you  do  start  changing  the  visual  and  it’s  very  easy  to  become  disoriented  on 
h.  Translating  to  the  sUe  and  up  to  the  takeoff  portion  of  it  seems  to  be  fairly  well  controllable. 
It  seems  like  it  responds  fairly  quickly  to  a  control  input  It  was  somewhat  easy  to  control  the  altitude 
upon  reaching  30  feet  without  overshooting  it  too  much.  There  was  a  slight  tendency  to  overshoot, 
but  I  don’t  think  that  would  be  anything  that  we  couldn’t  overcome.  The  real  trick  was  the  precision 
hover  down  to  v^at  would  be  called  the  landing  point  or  the  ten-foot  point.  You  may  have  corrected 
the  motion  since  the  motion  made  me  feel  good,  but  the  actual  visual  scene  makes  me  feel  bad  or 
it  looks  bad. 

Runs  473  and  474  fSlalomV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant 
improvement  Minor  but  annoying  deficiencies.  Desir^  performance  requires  moderate  pilot 
compensatioiL  That  would  be  an  HQR  4.  Pretty  much  within  all  the  parameters.  We  may  have 
been  pushing  the  3-square  around  the  p^n  there.  On  the  second  or  the  third  pylon  they  were  tight 
pylons.  I  couhln’t  see  the  ground  tracl^  but  it  felt  pretty  good  going  through  it  I  did  notice  that 
there’s  a  tenden^  for  it  to  sort  of  wash  out  on  the  side.  You  really  got  the  sense  in  the  cockpit  here 
that  you  were  sli^g  out  to  the  sides,  and  it  continued  even  though  you  put  a  control  input  in  to  start 
a  turn  back  the  other  way.  It  stfll  felt  that  you  were  in  a  sldd  going  around  the  pylons.  Vertical  was 
tas^  to  hold.  There  wasn’t  any  change  on  it  that  I  could  see.  It  looked  like  it  stayed  right  at  about 
40  feet  Power  response  was  good.  Actual  control  response  with  the  visual  scene  was  good.  There 
was  just  a  tenden^  like  I  said  for  it  to  appear  that  it’s  skidding  as  you  went  around  the  turn. 
Actually  you  couldn’t  control  it  that  much  with  a  little  bit  of  tail  rudder,  because  you  were  actually 
starting  a  turn  towards  the  other  direction. 

Run  475  fBobun/Downl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attained  with 
tolerable  pflot  woridoad?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Make  it  minor  to 
moderately  objectionable  deficiencies,  a  4-1/2.  The  reason  Fm  saying  this  it  seems  like  the  control 
response  is  go^  to  the  visual  scene,  and  it’s  fairly  easy  to  get  the  desired  input,  and  get  the  desired 
visual  change.  The  problem  that  comes  in  to  it  is  with  the  motion,  and  again,  it’s  the  lack  of  damping. 
I  guess  the  easiest  Aing  to  equate  it  to  would  be  being  on  a  rubber  band.  It  just  seems  like  we  sit 
there  and  oscillate  back  and  forth.  It  takes  quite  a  long  time  for  it  to  steady  out  I  notice  that  it 
seems  like  there’s  a  lot  of  movement  with  the  motion  system.  You  can  really  feel  it  in  your  stomach 
vdien  you  dump  the  collective  that  you  are  actually  sinking.  At  the  bottom  you  get  definite  positive 
force  v^ien  you  pull  back  in  on  the  collective  to  stop  this  sink  rate.  It  reminded  me  of  having  a 
wei|^t  on  a  rubber  band.  It’s  how  it  bobbles,  and  doesn’t  really  dampen  out  It’s  oscillating  when 
it’s  sitting  there  at  the  end  of  the  string.  Lateral  translation  on  this,  again,  had  a  tendency  not  to 
dampen  out  I  noticed  that  this  was  even  evident  in  the  control  ^tem  and  the  visual  scene  along 
with  the  motkm.  Even  when  we  were  steady  on  the  visual  and  controls,  I  could  still  feel  the  motion 
qfstem  moving  around  trying  to  anticipate  or  go  to  some  sort  of  position  underneath  it  when  we 
weren’t  wtually  moving.  That  made  that  particular  part  of  the  task  more  difficult 

[Comment  card:]  Comment  #1,  flying  technique  modified?  Same  comments  as  before.  You 
don’t  have  the  fear  of  crashing.  Comment  #2  on  ahaaft  response?  Control  system  with  the  visual 
fairly  crisp.  The  motion  ^tem  seemed  sluggish,  and  not  damped.  It’s  sort  of  a  contradiction 
there.  Cfwnment  #3, 1  would  say  that  the  motion  cues  affected  the  ability  to  control  the  rotorcraft 
in  a  negative  way.  You  sent  of  had  to  overlook  the  motion  cues,  and  just  look  what  the  attitude  of 
the  bdkqrter  was  doing  visually,  and  try  to  correct  for  those,  and  throw  the  motion  cues  out  The 
motkm  system  with  the  other  ^tems  flown  in  Urn  esqreriment,  like  I  say,  seems  not  to  be  damped. 
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and  it  exhibits  itself  as  being  very  prolonged.  Motion  system  and  visual  cues  did  not  seem  consistent 
for  the  reasons  that  were  stated  tefore.  The  only  conflicting,  uncomfortable  visual  or  motion  cues 
would  be  thc«g  where  you’re  trying  to  perform  a  precision  task  —  i.e.,  hover  or  the  bob-up 
maneuver.  The  motion  felt  like  it  was  moving  the  machine,  but  the  visual  was  staying  constant  A 
of  discomfort?  No,  I  would  say  that  it’s  a  very  smooth  motion  system  as  opposed  to  some  of 
the  jerl^-quick  responses  that  we’ve  had  in  motion  systems.  It’s  also  a  very  prolonged  response,  and 
more  in  the  obvious  deficiencies  of  the  visual  scene  except  for  those  noted  before,  the  lack  of  texture 
on  the  ground,  and  the  inability  to  see  small  changes. 

Lew-Bandwidth  Rate 

Run  476  fHoverV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attained  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No,  I’d  say  that  there  were  moderately 
objectionable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  required  considerable  pilot  compensation,  HQR 
5.  On  it  felt  like  the  control  system  was  less  damped,  and  there  was  a  tendency  to  have 
fytrillatinm  around  the  hover  point  It  also  seemed  like  the  control  system  was  slow  to  respond  to 
input  movements.  The  motion  system  in  this  case  seemed  to  be  fairly-well  damped,  and  fairly-well 
true  to  vdiat  was  going  on.  The  only  comment  I  have  about  the  motion,  it  seemed  like  it  was  still 
working  after  we  achieved  a  position.  Even  though  I  didn’t  get  a  feeling  of  motion,  I  could  still  hear 
it  moving  underneath  me.  It  seemed  like  it  really  wanted  to  oscillate  in  pitch  and  roll  The  vertical 
component  was  fairly  easy  to  control.  It  was  just  mostfy  pitch  and  roll  with  pitch  probably  being  the 
primary.  There  was  one  point  there  where  you  had  a  tenden^  to  drift  forward  and  to  the  miss  cues 
on  the  ground.  I  was  slow  to  react  to  that,  and  keep  it  back  in.  That’s  the  reason  the  rating  was 
dropped  down  on  it  Lateral  cues?  Again,  the  lateral  movements  had  a  tendency  to  oscillate 
somewhat  w^en  you  stared  at  the  target  cone  down  there,  and  lost  sight  of  the  forward  visual  picture. 

Run  477  rVertical  Translation!.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attained  with 
tolerable  pflot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Minor  but  annoying 
deficiencies.  Desired  performance  required  moderate  pilot  compensation,  HQR  4.  The  motion 
^tem  does  in  this  particular  movement  appear  to  be  more  damp^  than  the  previous  configuration 
diat  we’ve  had.  It  seemed  like  it  dampened  out  quite  rapidly,  and  there  was  no  tendency  to 
overshoot  It’s  the  control  system  in  this  case  that  seemed  like  set  up  oscillations,  but  makes  it  more 
difficult  to  control  It  doesn’t  appear  that  you’ve  actually  set  up  translational  rates  with  a  lot  of  your 
pitch  attitude  changes  and  roll  attitude  changes  as  opposed  to  just  being  moved  around  the  center 
point  It  requires  holding  them  in,  for  a  little  bit  of  time,  in  order  to  get  the  translational  rate  going. 
This  might  have  had  the  effect  of  moving  on  to  the  point  before  you  realized  it  especially  if  your 
is  diverted  to  something  else  like  altitude  or  whatever.  You  might  have  found  that  you 
drifted  fore/aft  I  think  that  happened  when  we  initially  started  our  climb  up  to  30  feet  Like  I  said 
the  motion  does  appear  to  be  damped,  and  it  felt  pretty  good  in  this  case. 

Riin  47R  f Slalom V  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attained  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Satsfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  I  would  give  this  a  3.  Fair,  some  n^dly 
ntipUjiMint  deficiencies-  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  This,  all  in 
aU,  felt  pretty  good.  The  motion  cues  were  adequate  enough,  and  this  time  there  was  none  of  this 
sliding-out  tendency  to  the  side  as  we  went  around  the  pylons.  It  felt  like  we  were  able  to  maintain 
a  fairty  predse  course  going  through  them.  I  think  there’s  one  tendency  on  about  the  second  pylon 
where  we  might  have  been  a  little  high  on  airspeed.  It  was  tight  getting  it  around,  but  it  seemed 
fairiy  controllable  It  did  seem  like  there’s  a  little  bit  of  tendency  to  overcontrol  or  that  the  control 
tystem  wtto’t  Hampad  enough  to  maintain  the  desired  bank  attitude  that  you  want  when  you  went 
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around  the  pyk}n.  Vertical  control  was  fairly  easy  to  maintain  through  use  of  collective,  and  1  think 
there  was  only  about  one  point  where  we  got  down  to  about  13  feet.  All  in  all.  I'd  say  that  the 
motion  felt  pretty  good  on  that. 

Run  479  fBobun/Downl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attained  with 
toterable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I'd  say  that  there  were 
minor  to  moderately  objectionable  deficiencies,  but  desired  performance  could  be 

and  it  a  4-lA  on  that  The  main  thing  1  noticed  on  this,  it  was  difficult  on  the  descent 
to  IP”"***"  a  level  attitude  in  pitch  and  roll  It  seemed  that  I  wanted  to  oscillate  around  a  little  bit. 
In  the  vertical  path,  going  up  initially  it  was  very  ea^  to  come  up  to  the  desired  altitude  and  hover 
cm  the  target,  and  it  could  be  dene  very  precisely.  For  some  reason  when  we  went  to  a  descen' 
there’s  a  tendency  to  oscillate  around  in  pitch  and  roll  Ihe  motion  cues  seemed  pretty  good,  anc 
cm with  it  It’s  not  out  of  phase  or  not  undamped.  Tb^  were  pretty  well  damped  with  adia 
we  were  Visual  cues  were  okay,  and  just  the  control  movement  seemed  to  be  less  dampe 

than  the  systems  before. 

{Comment  card:]  Was  control  technkpie,  flying  technique,  mexlified  because  you’re  flying 
shnulator?  The  as  before.  Aircraft  respemse.  It  seemed  to  be  more  crisp  this  time  than  wh 
it  did  before.  Even  though  there  was  scmie  slight  overshewts  on  the  ccrntrol  movements,  motic 
ayitem  gave  it  a  feeling  of  being  much  more  crisp  in  response.  Motkmeues?  1  would  say  that  th 
were  valuable  for  control,  espei^ly  ediibited  by  this  lint  cme  where  it  was  pretty  easy  to  maint: 
that  one  target  The  motion  cues  were  valuable  for  ccrntrol,  but  the  control  system  could  use  so 
work.  It  was  in  this.  This  motkm  system  seemed  to  be  much  more  damped,  and  mi 

realistic  v^t  some  of  the  other  ernes  were  before,  l^d  motion  and  visual  cues  seem  consiste 
Yes.  Wc»re  there  any  unusual  conflicting  or  ooinfcmable  visual-motion  cues?  No.  Not  this  time 
ihrfmg  of  disoomfort  or  nausea?  I  did  notice  on  the  initial  hover  there  was  some  tendenc 
direomfort  but  it  had  a  tendency  to  go  away.  I  think  this  just  could  be  the  control  delays  tba' 
were  seeing  in  the  control  system  during  the  hover  task.  It  was  causing  the  visual  scene  to  be  me 
around  a  little  bit,  and  the  deficrencies  in  the  visual  scene  remained  the  same  as  before,  meaning 
of  lack  of  in  the  surface.  Just  poor  visual  scene  without  being  able  to  see  pr^ 

«up«it4nn  on  thc  gTOund  at  all.  It  really  becomes  difBcult  doing  tasks  like  the  hover  task 
it’s  dif&cult  to  judge  depth  perception  and  rate  of  closure  without  more  detail  on  the  s 

Ccnfigpration  N 

Run  480  ffloverl.  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tol 
pfloc  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  Fair,  some  mildly  unpi 
Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  HQR  3.  I  i 
thou^t  when  I  had  this  combination  that  it  w»  going  to  be  more  difGcuU  to  maintain  the 
It  T*******  like  the  control  inputs  are  damped  enough,  that  even  though  they’re  delayed  in  taking 
the  on  is  fairly  easy  to  t^  out  so  you  can  maintain  a  fairly  stable  hover.  Th' 

a  sli^t  tendency  to  drift  around,  but  this  was  easily  controllable  with  just  a  little  bit  < 
movement  Vertical  motion  was  easily  maintained  with  the  collective,  and  I  didn’t  And  anythir 
wrong  with  it  Motion  cues  seemed  to  be  okay  for  this.  It  mainly  seemed  like  a  delay  in  thc 
fiwtig  was  giving  you  a  translation  along  the  ground,  but  it  was  fairly  well  damped 
that’s  the  reason  for  a  high  rating  like  a  3. 

Run  481  A/ertical  Translationl.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attain 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Deflciencie; 
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improvement  Minor  but  annoying  deficiency.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate  pilot 
compensation.  This  I  noticed,  that  it  was  a  liule  bit  more  difficult  to  get  aligned  with  the  cone  out 
there,  and  the  lower  portion  of  the  window,  and  then  to  maintain  this  alignment  as  you  did  the 
landing  task  down  to  10  feet  It  didn’t  want  to  drift  out  of  the  area  on  the  vnndow  or  it  had  a 
tendency  to  drift  but  you  were  able  to  maintain  it  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  window,  and  at  the 
desired  height  Translation  was  easily  controlled  as  you  went  out  to  the  30  foot  height,  and  then  back 
down  to  the  20.  It  just  seemed  like  the  helicopter  was  hobbling  around  more  than  what  it  had  on 
some  of  the  other  configurations.  Again  this  could  be  due  to  being  closed  in  on  the  loop  with  these 
control  inputs,  and  not  able  to  anticipate  to  an  adequate  extent  the  amount  of  control  movement 
that’s  necessary.  Again,  the  rates  that  were  developed  are  easily  controlled,  and  control  inputs  were 
well  rfampftri  so  theie  wasn’t  any  question  of  being  able  to  maintain  desired  control  or  performance. 
Vertical,  again,  was  easily  controlled,  and  without  any  overshoots  on  it,  and  motion  seemed  to  be 
oki^  on  this  so  I  would  give  it  an  HQR  4. 

Run  482  fSlalomV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  Fair  with  some  mildly  unpleasant 
deficiencies.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  An  HQR  3.  This 
seemed  very  controllable,  very  responsive  to  power  inputs  to  get  the  altitude  back  up  where  we 
needed  it,  and  the  ainpe^  at  40  kmts.  It  seemed  to  have  positive  control  going  around  the  p^on, 
and  didn’t  want  to  vtrash  out  like  some  of  the  previous  configurations  or  just  sidd  around  the  comer. 
There  is  a  slight  unsteadiness  to  it  at  times,  but  that’s  just  with  a  high  banking  commanded.  Due  to 
the  probable  lateness  with  the  control,  it  had  a  tendency  to  sort  of  oscOlate  at  that  high  bank  angle, 
I  was  sorry  I  couldn’t  command  a  definite  figurative  bank.  We  stayed  within  the  three  squares  as  we 
went  around  the  p^ons  without  any  difficulty,  and  it  really  didn’t  seem  like  the  first  two  or  three 
p^ons  that  were  close  together  were  any  problem  either.  In  general,  it  felt  pretty  good.  The  motion 
felt  pretty  good  too  on  it,  in  sync  with  what  we  were  doing. 

Run  483  fBobun/Downy  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant  improvement 
Minor  to  moderately  objectionable  deficiencies,  make  it  a  4-1/2  on  this.  It  was  a  little  bit  difficult  to 
control  the  vertical  axis.  There’s  a  tendency  to  overshoot,  primarily  on  the  descent  coming  back 
down  to  the  bottom.  I  don’t  know  why  that  would  be.  Maybe  the  acceleration  is  faster  coming  down 
than  what  we  had  going  up.  It  seemed  to  be  fairty  stable  longitudinally  and  laterally,  in  pitch  and  roll 
going  up  around  the  hover  boards.  It  was  just  a  question  of  trying  to  maintain  the  height  when  we 
came  down.  Like  I  say,  there’s  a  slight  overshoot  on  it  It  seemed  fairty  well  damped  out  but  you’re 
not  sure  about  how  much  to  put  in  to  damp  this  out  I  think  with  a  little  bit  of  learning  the  pilot 
could  probably  achieve  desired  performance.  I  give  that  a  4-1/2. 

[Comment  card:]  Comment  #1,  flying  technique  modified?  The  same  comments  as  before. 
Comment  on  aircraft  response?  It  seemed  a  little  bit  sluggish,  but  it  was  well  damped  so  that  you 
could  anticipate  its  sluggishness.  Motion  cues  were  of  some  value  for  control  They  did  seem  fairly 
realistic.  This  motion  tystem  did  seem  to  be  fairly  realistic  to  the  control  system.  Motion/visual  cues? 
Did  seem  consistent  Aity  unusual  conflicting  or  uncomfortable  visualMiotion  cues?  No.  No  feeling 
of  discomfort  Obvious  deficiencies  in  the  visual  scene?  Thqr  remain  the  same  as  before.  There’s 
the  lack  of  texture,  and  lack  of  being  able  to  determine  your  height  This  could  have  been  a  big  thing 
in  both  the  hover  task  for  landing,  and  the  bobup/bobdown  in  that  you  were  unable  to  determine 
where  the  ground  was,  and  put  the  corresponding  input  in  to  it  That  also  had  a  tendency  to  affect 
Cnmmnn  1,  ftying  technique,  in  that  in  the  simulator  you  could  make  much  more  aggressive  moves 
with  the  controls.  On  the  bobdown  part  of  the  maneuver,  you’re  not  afraid  to  dump  the  collective 
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because  you  know  you  won’t  crash  in  to  the  ground.  In  a  real  machine  you  might  be  a  little  reluctant 
just  to  dump  the  collective,  and  know  that  you  could  pull  it  in  at  the  end  or  hope  you  could  pull  it 
in  the  end,  arrest  the  descent  rate. 

Configuration  D 

Run  484  fHoverV  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  Minor  to  moderately  objectionable 
deficiencies.  Desired  performance  required  moderate  pilot  compensation.  Adequate  performance 
required  considerable,  give  it  a  4-1/2.  I  noticed  on  this  that  the  full  input  seemed  to  respond  visually 
veiy  quickfy.  Visual  presentation,  motion  presentation  as  far  as  pitch  and  roll  go,  and  vertical  What 
seem^  to  be  delayed  quite  a  bit  was  the  actual  effect  of  the  control  displacement  both  vertically, 
laterally,  and  longitudinally.  As  a  result,  it  gave  you  a  feeling  that  you  were  overcontrolling  a  lot  of 
the  time,  and  that  you  were  putting  in  excessive  control  inputs  to  maintain  the  hover.  I  found  it  was 
quite  a  bit  of  movement  of  the  stick  in  both  longitudinal  and  lateral  axes  to  tiy  to  maintain  the  hover 
point  out  there.  This  would  be  the  reason  to  degrade  it  It  did  seem  like  you  could  maintain  the 
cone  in  the  window,  and  the  particular  target  area  you  wanted  to,  but  there  was  an  awful  lot  of  work 
in  doing  it,  an  awful  lot  of  movement  of  the  (^lic  control  Motion  seemed  like  it  came  in  later  on. 
It  seemed  like  there  was  a  sudden  acceleration  of  motion,  and  then  it  seemed  like  there  was  a 
continual  sort  of  wash  out  of  the  motion  as  the  control  input  was  taking  place.  There  was  like  a 
slight  jerk,  and  then  a  smoothness  of  the  motion  that  you  were  still  moving  as  you  began  your 
translational  rates  out  there. 

Run  485  /Vertical  Translationl  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  DeGciencies  warrant 
improvement  Make  this  moderately  objectionable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  required 
considerable  pflot  compensation.  Really  noticed  on  this  as  we  got  down  close  to  the  ground,  close 
to  the  cone,  that  we  had  a  tenden^  to  wallow  around  in  both  pitch  and  roll  It  was  difficult  to 
control,  I  think  we  did  stay  within  the  parameters  for  adequate,  but  it  was  still  difficult  to  control  it 
in  a  stable  attitude.  You  almost  had  to  accept  a  lot  of  the  wallowing  to  do  the  task.  As  we  climbed 
up  in  altitude,  you  continued  to  wallow,  and  sort  of  stabled  up  somewhat  in  the  30  foot  altitude,  but 
not  where  I  would  put  it  down  at  desired  or  any  of  those  categories  so  I  would  say  that  it  would  be 
a  definite  5.  Motion  cues  seemed  to  be  oks^  even  though  they  seemed  to  be  fighting  what  you  were 
experiencing  visually.  The  control  input  that  you  were  putting  in  seemed  like  it  was  coming  in  late 
on  it,  but  as  far  as  magnitude  and  that  sort  of  thing,  we  seemed  to  be  okay. 

Run  486  fSlalomV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  Yes.  Fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies. 
Minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  HQR  3.  This  is  just  a  lot  of  the 
game,  and  then  it  seemed  to  w^ow  around  the  comer  a  little  bit,  but  it  was  nothing  that  was 
uncontrollable.  It  seemed  like  you  can  anticipate  ^at  kind  of  control  movements  that  you  needed 
so  that  you  couldn’t  oveicontrol  You  had  to  be  aware  that  th^  didn’t  appear  to  be  damped  or  as 
damped  as  before,  and  that  you  needed  to  take  the  control  inputs  back  out  The  altitude  did  drop 
a  little  bit,  but  nothing  excessive;  and  the  airspeed  climbed  up  a  little  bit  but  again,  nothing  excessive. 
Overall,  it  seemed  fairly  good.  Motion  seemed,  just  the  same  comment  as  before,  that  it  was  in  ^c 
with  the  effective  control  movement  Not  so  much  as  the  exact  control  movement  itself  or  the  timing 
of  the  control  movement 
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Run  487  fBobuD/DownV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant  improvement 
Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  No.  Deficiencies  require 
improvement  Major  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  not  attainable  with  maximum  tolerable 
pilot  compensation.  Make  that  a  7.  The  main  reason  I'm  saying  that  is  that  it  was  very  difficult  to 
maintain  a  precise  hover  height  where  you  can  actually  use  this  maneuver  for  a  sighting  or  something 
like  that  At  least  at  low  altitude,  and  it  seemed  like  it  was  manifesting  itself  from  the  higher  altitude. 
I  think  there  would  be  an  awful  lot  of  work  going  on  with  the  thing  at  the  low  altitude.  With  a  little 
better  stability  at  the  bottom,  it  could  be  upgraded  to  a  6,  but  you’ve  got  to  make  a  choice  between 
the  two  there.  There  did  seem  to  be  a  lot  of  PIO  at  the  bottom  due  to  the  control  system,  and  a  lot 
of  overcontrolling.  There's  one  time  there  where  it  did  excite  the  lateral  and  longitudinal  and  made 
a  hover  kind  of  difficult  For  some  reason  the  top  hover  seemed  to  be  a  little  more  stable,  but  yet 
hitting  that  precise  50  foot  altitude  was  difficult  so  that’s  the  reason  for  the  lower  rate.  Motion 
qrstem  same  comments  as  before.  It  seemed  to  lag  the  actual  control  input,  but  yet  it  seemed  to  be 
a  favorable  control  response. 

Let’s  go  though  the  pilot  comment  card.  Question  #1,  same  comments  as  before.  More 
aggressive  in  this  than  what  you  would  think  in  the  actual  helicopter.  Aircraft  response,  in  this 
seemed  a  little  more  sluggish,  unable  to  do  things  precisely  with  this  configuration.  Motion  cues  of 
some  value,  even  though  they  appear  to  be  late,  this  motion  ^tem  compared  with  some  of  the 
others,  where  we  have  made  comments  on  that  alreacty,  about  it  appearing  to  be  late.  Motion/visual 
cues  did  seem  to  be  consistent  There  were  no  unusual,  conflicting,  or  uncomfortable  visual  cues. 
No  feeling  of  discomfort  and  obvious  deficiencies  of  the  visual  scene.  Just  the  same  comments  as 
before. 

High»I)elav  CoBflgnration  (383  msec) 

Run  488  fHoverV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  No.  I  would  say  that  this  is  ver^g  on  a  major  deficiency,  and  considerable  pilot 
compensation  is  required  for  control  Make  it  an  8.  It  seem^  like  there’s  no  damping  to  this  at  all 
You’re  really  fighting  it  in  the  lateral  axis  in  this  particular  maneuver.  It  seemed  fairly  stable  there 
at  the  beginning,  but  towards  about  three  quarters  of  the  way,  it  really  started  to  wobble  in  roU,  and 
it  became  a  very  difficult  task  to  even  keep  the  cones  in  the  window,  hardly  in  the  lower  portion  of 
the  window.  I  would  give  it  an  8  on  that  The  motion  just  added  to  the  problems.  It  seemed  to  be 
in  ^c  with  the  control  movement,  and  not  too  excessive  just  to  get  impression  to  the  control 
movement  They  were  all  excessive,  but  there  was  nothing  you  could  really  do  to  them  to  dampen 
them  out  or  reduce  the  intensiQr  of  them.  I  guess  that  would  mean  that  there  would  be  a  slight  delay 
in  the  control  response,  and  that  the  control  response  would  be  much  greater  than  what  was 
commanded  by  the  cyclic  control 

Run  489  fVertical  Translationl.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attained  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant  improvement.  Major  deficiencies.  Adequate 
performance  requires  extensive  pilot  compensation,  a  6.  It  did  seem  like  once  you  got  away  firom  the 
COM,  somewhat  stable,  and  -of  couise  once  you’re  up  and  away,  controUabilily  never  became  a 
question.  There  might  be  some  question  in  actually  doing  the  landing  task  which  is  difficult  to  do 
here  in  the  simulator  because  you  can’t  get  down  that  close  to  the  ground  environment  That  might 
lower  the  rating  if  you  got  down  that  close,  and  make  it  almost  an  8.  If  you’re  talking  about  strictly 
the  cone  task  of  trying  to  land  it  the  10  foot  height,  it  would  be  an  HQR  8,  but  considerable  pilot 
compensation  was  required.  But  up  and  a  way,  a  6,  which  I  know  it  makes  it  difficult  for  you  guys 
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out  there.  It  seemed  like  during  the  precise  hover  task,  down  low,  there  was  difficulty  in  maintaining 
the  attitude  that  you  needed  for  the  landing.  Maintaining  attitude  as  you  did  the  takeoff,  it  seemed 
fsiriy  stable  once  a  rate  was  established.  You  didn’t  have  to  vary  anything  too  much.  Coming  to  the 
hi^  hover  at  30  feet,  again,  you  ran  in  to  the  problem  of  precise  hovering,  but  at  that  altitude  you 
didn’t  need  to  be  quite  as  precise  in  maintaining  your  controls  as  far  as  your  attitude  and  height  go. 
Again,  it  appeared  to  be  control  damping  that  was  the  big  problem,  and  the  magnitude  of  the  control 
input  that  you  would  get  with  just  a  slight  movement  of  the  cyclic. 

Run  490  fSlalomV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
woridoad?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant  improvement  Minor 
to  moderately  objectionable,  make  it  a  ^1/2  on  this,  in  that  you’re  requiring  moderate  considerable 
pilot  compensation.  This  really  felt  like  it  wallowed  around  the  pylons,  and  it  was  difficult  to  maintain 
a  precise  bank.  The  helicopter  responded  quickly  to  an  input  so  it  wasn’t  a  problem  there.  Had 
thm  been  deli^  in  it  you  might  lo^r  or  degrade  the  HQR  even  more,  but  it  did  respond  quickly, 
and  made  a  correction,  and  due  to  the  rapidity  as  far  as  the  pylons  coming  up,  I  think  this  was  the 
reascm  you  didn’t  see  the  lack  of  damping  except  for  the  oscillation  in  roll  as  you  went  around  the 
pjdons.  Motion  seems  to  be  responding  to  the  characteristic  control  response  that  you  were  getting 
out  the  system,  so  there  wasn’t  a  problem  there.  In  collective  it  seemed  to  respond  okay  as  far 
as  height  goes. 

Run  491  (BobuD/DownV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
plotworidoad?  No.  Major  deficiencies.  Intense  pflot  compensation  required  to  retain  control  This 
just  had  problems  all  through  it  It  seemed  like  there  were  definitely  control  delays  in  it  that  you  just 
can’t  overocMne  in  using  normal  control  technique  or  even  any  kind  of  abnormal  control  technique 
that  I  could  see.  There  was  a  definite  delay  in  the  collective,  what  appeared  to  be  like  about  a  half 
a  second  from  the  time  that  you  pulled  it  in  to  the  time  that  you  got  any  kind  of  response  feeling  in 
the  motion  q^tem,  or  even  seeing  it  in  the  visual  It  seemed  like  everything  was  excited  around  the 
two  hover  points  that  you  had,  and  plus  the  fact  that  you  had  very  little  damping  in  it  so  you  were 
just  constantly  fighting  the  ^tem  the  vdiole  time.  I  th^  the  question  whether  you  can  really  retain 
crmtrollabiliQr  might  even  come  about  in  this  case,  but  it’s  a  definite  9  on  this. 

[Comment  card:]  Same  comments  on  number  one.  The  aggressiveness?  You  could  be  a  lot 
more  aggressive  on  this,  the  simulator,  than  the  real  airplane.  Comment  on  aircraft  response?  Very 
sluggish.  A  lot  of  overshoots.  It  just  doesn’t  seem  like  it  responds  to  the  control  inputs  that  you  put 
into  it  Moticm  cues  affect  your  control  of  the  rotomaft?  Th^werevaluaUe.  Th^  were  late  along 
with  control  response  so  it  gave  you  a  feeling  that  everything  was  happening  late,  and  added  to  the 
PIO  teodoicy.  This  motion  system  compared  to  the  others?  It  seemed  like  th^  were  fairly  much 
in  phase  with  the  control  response  that  we  put  in,  not  so  much  the  control  input  Visual  and  motion 
cues?  Th^  seem  to  be  fairly  consistent  There  were  no  unusual,  conflicting,  or  uncomfortable  visual 
or  motkHi  cues.  Oh,  yes,  probably  the  only  conflicting  one  would  be  in  the  lateral  It  did  seem  like 
we  got  out  of  jrfiase  with  lateral  inputs  or  lateral  visual  cues  to  lateral  motion  cues  in  that  we  were 
gon^  one  way,  in  one  direction.  Tlut  might  have  been  true  on  pitch  also,  but  I  didn’t  notice  it  that 
much..  There  .was  a  feeling  qf  discomfort  and  disorientation  during  the  task,  especially  the 
bobup/bobdown,  you  just  didn’t  know  where  you  were  going,  and  it  was  a  matter  of  hanging  on  for 
the  ride  most  of  the  time,  atul  trying  to  freeze  the  controls  to  get  the  inputs  to  dampen  themselves 
out  Aiqr  obvious  dr^iciencies  in  the  vttual  scene?  Just  those  before.  We  don’t  have  any  texture  of 
the  ground,  and  the  depth  perception  is  thrown  off. 
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Run  493  fHoverV  Was  it  controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  Good  to  fair,  negligible 
deficiencies.  Pilot  compensation  not  a  factor  for  desired  performance  with  minimal  compensation 
required,  I  give  it  a  2-1/2.  I  noticed  that  it  was  very  stable  around  the  point  once  you  got  established. 
However,  getting  established  on  the  point  was  sometimes  difGcult,  and  it  had  a  tendency  to  drift 
around  that  Making  small  corrections  for  it  as  it  was  drifting  away  was  hard  to  judge,  and  as  a  result 
made  it  constantly  a  little  difficult  to  maintain  the  position,  but  not  bad.  In  the  vertical  axis  it  was 
okay.  Motion  system,  when  you  did  put  an  input  in  you  seemed  to  rotate  around  your  CG  and  then 
start  a  movement  forward  which  had  a  tendency  to  a  little  disconcerting  at  times.  It  seemed  like 
there  was  almost  too  much  rotation  around  the  CG  —  sort  of  like  in  a  swing  or  rocking.  It  would 
rock,  and  then  all  of  a  sudden  it  would  kick  in  and  move  forward  with  you.  On  real  small  inputs  this 
was  more  pronounced,  so  Fd  still  stay  with  a  2-1/2  on  that 

Run  494  /Vertical  Translation!.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Minor  but  annoying  deGciencies.  Desired  performance 
requires  moderate  pilot  compensation.  What  I  noticed  on  this  is  that  it  seemed  to  be  almost  too 
stable  around  a  particular  point,  and  it  was  difficult  to  get  a  translational  rate  going  to  follow  a 
particular  line  up  and  down  away  from  the  hover  point  either  at  the  10-foot  level  or  up  to  the  30-foot 
level.  It  was  very  stable,  but  like  I  said  it  was  difficult  to  get  a  rate  established  translationally  along 
the  ground.  Again,  same  comments  on  the  motion  as  before. 

Run  495  fPirouetteV  Controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  Fair,  some  mUdly  unpleasant 
deficiencies,  minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  It  seems  like  a  very  stable 
platform  that  you’re  trying  to  steer  around  the  pirouette  circle.  It  responds  good  to  all  the  control 
inputs  that  you  put  into  it  Once  you  establish  a  rate  it  seems  to  maintain  it,  and  stays  fairty  stable, 
in  altitude  and  ground  path  as  you  go  around  the  thing.  Motion  seemed  to  follow  control  inputs  and 
visual  scene  on  this  one.  I  give  it  a  3. 

Run  496  fSlalomV  Controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  Fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant 
deficiencies,  minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance,  an  HQR  3.  This  seemed 
fairly  good.  The  only  thing  that  would  degrade  it  would  be  what  felt  like  a  little  lack  of  controls  as 
we  went  around  the  pylons.  It  felt  like  they  are  dishing  out  on  either  side,  and  it  did  seem  like  we 
were  following  a  defixtite  ground-track.  Everything  on  this  compared  to  the  other  ^tems  that  we 
have,  especially  on  this  one,  everything  seem^  slower.  It  seems  easier  to  control  the  speed  and  the 
altitude  on  all  these  configurations  that  are  translating  like  this.  It  became  very  stable,  it  didn’t  want 
to  drift  at  all  away  from  the  40-knots.  I  think  it  did  get  a  little  slow,  but  on  the  other  systems  it 
seemed  like  it  wanted  to  go  fast  as  you  went  around  those  pylons.  What  may  have  degrad^  how  it 
would  be,  the  motion  ^tem,  as  we  went  around  the  p^ons.  It  almost  felt  like  they  were  going  the 
wrong  way,  like  we  were  getting  some  adverse  forces  in  there,  but  it  may  have  been  because  the  turn 
was  not  coordinated  or  something  like  that  I  would  stick  with  that  HQR  3  on  it 

Run  497  /BobuD/DownV  Controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  There’s  some  mildly 
unpleasant  deficiencies.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required.  HQR  3.  It  just  seemed  to  be  a  little 
bit  of  overshooting  on  the  bottom  end.  Top  was  positive,  you  could  achieve  the  50-foot  hover  on 
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the  hover  boards  fairly  quickly  in  a  good  stable  manner.  It  seemed  like  you  run  out  of  inertia  on  that 
as  you  go  up.  It's  fairty  easy  to  arrest  your  rate  by  just  reducing  the  collective,  and  it  reduces  the  rate 
veiy  rapidfy.  On  going  down,  it’s  a  little  more  difficult  to  arrest  your  rate.  As  you  come  down  there’s 
a  tendracy  to  overshoot  around  that  point,  and  also  a  slight  tendenty  to  excite  the  longitudinal  and 
lateral  axes  on  it  Motion  system,  no  negative  comments  on  that  It  seemed  like  it  followed  fairly 
well  to  the  control-system  movement  of  the  helicopter. 

Run  498  fDash/Ouickstoo).  Controllable?  Yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  vdthout  improvement?  No.  DeGciencies  warrant 
improvement  I’d  say  this  is  probabfy  minor  to  annoying  deCciencies,  but  annoying  deficiencies. 
Moderate^  objectionable  deficiencies,  I  would  make  it  a  4-1/2.  We  had  a  tenden(7  on  that  to 
overshoot  the  altitude  slightly  at  the  initial  start  It  didn’t  seem  very  realistic  that  you  would  get  such 
a  dimb.  We  got  nearly  10  feet  of  climb  out  of  the  thing  on  the  initial  start  as  we  nosed  it  over. 
There’s  a  tremendous  amount  of  power  in  the  helicopter,  but  we  had  really  no  way  of  telling.  It  was 
nothing  that  was  unsafe  or  anything  like  that,  but  it  was  more  difficult  to  maintain  the  2S-foot  height 
It  seemed  to  accelerate  out  fairly  slowly  because  of  the  60  knots,  and  then  also  decelerate  slowly  to 
arrest  the  rates.  This  seems  to  have  happened  not  as  fast  as  what  it  has  on  some  of  the  configura¬ 
tions.  Tim  added  to  the  difficulty  of  the  maneuver.  It’s  a  matter,  I  think,  of  the  pOot  learning  how 
to  use  the  energy  that  he  has  built  up  at  the  end  in  order  to  compensate  for  that,  and  how  to  take 
out  collective  or  use  the  collective  and  the  pitch  attitude  to  reduce  the  acceleration  rate.  It  didn’t 
seem  like  the  pitch  attitudes  and  the  motion  that  you  got  were  real  to  the  real  life  situation.  You 
should  have  more  motion  to  the  high  pitch  angles  that  we  were  getting  there  at  the  end.  It  didn’t 
feel  like  we  pitched  up  veiy  much  at  all. 

[Comment  card:]  Is  flying  technique  modified  because  you’re  flying  a  simulator?  Same  answer 
as  before,  yes.  There’s  a  certain  amount  of  a^ressiveness  that  you  could  do  in  a  simulator  that  you 
wouldn’t  be  able  to  do  in  real  life.  Aircraft  response  in  this  particular  configuration?  It  seemed  a 
little  sluggish  yet  easily  controlled.  In  fact,  it  seemed  almost  too-easily  controlled  compared  to  a  real 
helicopter.  It  was  a  veiy  stable  platform.  Motion  cues?  I  think  the  cues  to  be  of  some  value,  but 
not  veiy  realistic.  Like  I  mentioned  on  the  dash/quickstop  it  just  didn’t  some  like  we  were  getting 
enough  G  forces  in  motion  cue  on  that  Motion  cues,  and  how  you  felt  about  the  other  systems? 
We  mentioned  that  before,  but  this  is  the  first  time  I  noticed  that  it  seemed  like  it  pivoted  around 
a  center-of-gravity  point,  and  then  started  a  translational  movement,  where  the  other  one  seemed  to 
move  eveiything  at  once.  Did  motion  and  visual  cues  seem  to  be  consistent?  Yes,  fairly  consistent 
Arty  unusutd,  conflicting,  or  uncomfortable  visual  cues?  Probably  just  the  deceleration-cue  at  the  end 
of  the  quickstop,  and  possibly  the  bobupAwbdown  maneuver  where  it  sort  of  seemed  like  it  got  out 
of  tync  with  the  motion  and  the  visual  Feeling  of  discomfort?  No.  Obvious  defidendes  in  the 
visual  scene?  Again,  the  lack  of  definition  and  texture  and  lack  of  perception  » the  biggest  detriment 
to  this  visual  scene. 

Configuration  P  (ACAH) 

Run  700.fHoverV  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes.  Satisfactory 
without  improvement?  No.  I  would  make  this  defidendes  warrant  improvement  Minor  but 
annoying  defidendes,  an  HQR  4.  What  I  found  in  this  s  that  it  wasn’t  a  level  of  difficulty  in  getting 
setup.  Once  you  got  setup,  it  didn’t  want  to  drift  off.  It  was  fairly  steady  around  the  hover  point; 
however,  in  getting  setup,  there  were  significant  delays  in  the  system.  From  the  time  that  the  control 
input  was  put  in,  to  the  time  something  happened,  it  had  a  tendency  to  PIO  a  little  bit  I  noticed  that 
along  the  later  portion  of  the  minute,  that  it  had  a  tendency  to  drift  forward  a  little  bit.  I  noticed 


E-21 


that  we  got  hobbling  around  the  hover  point  so  that  would  degrade  the  demands  on  the  pilot,  and 
make  it  more  demanding  so  you  had  to  correct  for  that 

Run  701  (Vertical  Translation^  Controllable,  yes.  Adequate  performance  is  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload  yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I’d  say  that  there’s  minor  but 
annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  compensation  requires  moderate  pilot  compensation.  An  HQR  of 
4.  ^ain,  the  same  conunents  as  the  minute-hover  task.  It  looks  like  around  the  10-foot  point,  the 
30-foot  point,  and  back  to  the  20-foot  point,  each  time  you  go  to  get  stabilized  there  seems  to  be  a 
hobbling  attitude  of  the  helicopter.  It’s  difincult  to  maintain  a  stable  attitude  at  these  points,  and  it 
appears  to  be  the  delay  in  the  control  ^tem  that’s  causing  the  problem  in  PIO  tendency.  I  also 
noticed  that  during  translation  away  from  the  point  that  there  was  a  tendency  to  lose  si^t  of  the 
point  This  was  mainly  due  to  the  late  control  input  that  we  got  as  we  climbed  up  or  down  the 
dia^naL 

Run  702  fSlaloml.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  is  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Minor  to  moderately  objectionable 
deficiencies.  It’s  somewhere  between  desired  and  adequate  performance  on  this  one,  requiring 
moderate  to  considerable  pilot  compensation.  I  give  it  a  on  this.  The  thing  I  noticed,  it  was 
difiBcult  to  maintain  a  precise  track  around  the  [ylons  this  time.  I  think  it  felt  like  it  was  the 
overshoot  of  the  control  systerrL  You  never  knew  how  much  you  were  actually  putting  in  as  you  went 
around  these  pylons  out  there.  As  a  consequence,  you  had  a  tendency  to  slicle  arotmd  them,  and  be 
very  jerly  in  your  controls,  and  not  be  able  to  nutintain  a  precise  ground  track  through  the  course. 
As  we  got  out  to  the  ones  that  were  further  spread  apart,  it  was  easier,  obviously,  since  you  didn’t 
have  to  make  as  drastic  or  radical  changes  in  the  control  inputs.  Altitude  was  fairty  easy  to  control, 
but  it  didn’t  seem  to  be  too  much  overshoot  on  that  Speed  seemed  to  be  easy  to  control  It 
definitely  was  degraded  from  the  condition  that  we  had  yesterday.  It  just  didn’t  seem  as  stable  as 
compared  with  the  configuration  we  had  before. 

Run  703  (Bobup/Downl.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  is  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  woildoad?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant 
improvement  Moderate^  objectional  deficiencies  to  very  objectionable  deficiencies,  a  5-1/2, 
requiring  considerable  to  extensive  pilot  compensation.  This  really  had  manifested  itself  in  overshoots 
and  hobbling  around  the  hover  point  This  occurred  in  both  the  bob-up  and  the  bob-down.  There 
seemed  to  be  quite  a  bit  of  oscillation  in  the  vertical  axis.  Not  too  much  in  the  horizontal 
translational  area  as  compared  to  the  vertical.  It  just  seemed  like  the  whole  thing  lagged  the 
collective  input  considerably,  and  made  it  difficult  to  hit  the  target  points  that  we  were  trying  to  hit 
For  some  reason  the  long  time  delays  seemed  to  be  worse  as  we  came  down.  Whether  that  was  due 
to  the  influence  of  the  visual  pattern  from  the  ground,  or  just  the  fact  that  we  got  more  momentum 
going  down  or  maybe  a  faster-rate  vertical  velociy  as  we  descended.  In  general  it  seemed  like  the 
motion  sense  was  greater.  There  was  higher  negative  G  force  and  positive  G  force  in  this  than  what 
it’s  been  in  some  of  the  other  motion  ^tems. 
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Runs  704  and  705  (Hoverl  Controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant 
imptovemenL  Moderate^  objectionable  to  very  objectionable  deficiencies.  I’d  say  mostly  this  is  a 
degradable  work  level  to  give  it  a  5  to  5-1/2.  I  think  adequate  performance  was  attainable,  but  I  don’t 
think  you  oould  do  movements  around  the  hover  point  too  sharply  or  abruptly  due  to  the  delays  from 
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the  ocmtrol  system.  It’s  almost  so  much  delayed  that  you’re  starting  to  PIO,  but  it  still  is  di£Qcult  to 
nmke  small  dumges  to  the  position  of  the  heUcopter,  and  like  I  say  small  corrections  weren’t  difGcuIt 
to  ipatM-  I  would  give  it  an  HQR  5  on  that  instead  of  an  HQR  5-1/2. 

Run  706  fVertical  TranslationV  Controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant 
improvement  Moderate^  objectionable  defidencies.  Adequate  performance  requires  considerable 
pitot  compensation.  HQR  5.  It’s  basically  the  same  comments  as  we  had  on  the  task  with  the 
{nevious  control  system,  except  it  magnified  the  comments  by  a  factor  of  10  on  the  stability  portions 
arouixl  the  hover  points  of  the  10, 20,  and  30-foot  points.  Once  you  got  it  going  on  a  trajectory,  out 
away  from  the  cones,  it  was  somewhat  easy  to  hold  because  it  just  didn’t  gain  that  muc^  Making 
the  fin^  corrections  to  keep  on  the  path  that  you  want  to  go  on,  that’s  what  made  it  difficult,  and  it 
was  just  that  much  worse  ^n  the  last  configuration. 

Run  707  fSlatomV  Controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pitot 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant  improvement  I’d  say 
it’d  be  moderately  objectionable,  but  very  objectionable  in  that  considerable  to  extensive  pilot 
compensation,  a  5J.  It  almost  verges.  I’d  say  to  a  fuU  6.  The  thing  I  found  on  this  was  that  it  is 
realty  difficult  to  control  it  around  the  patL  Tha  was  very  difficult  as  it  was  in  the  previous 
configuration  around  the  poles,  and  to  make  any  kind  of  positive  change  effective.  This  was  even 
noticeable  on  airspeed,  on  correcting  for  aiispe^  and  altitude.  It  was  a  definite  lag  in  the  system 
on  making  changes.  When  you  are  maneuvering  like  this,  the  change  may  not  even  take  affect  until 
you’re  ready  to  maneuver  again  so  you’re  realty  way  behind  in  the  maneuvering  of  this  particular  type 
of  course.  It  seemed  once  you  got  vtdiere  you  needed  to  go  fairly  stable,  but  getting  there  was 
difficult  to  do,  so  that’s  the  reason  for  the  tow  HQR  rating  on  it  You  just  didn’t  know  how  much 
you  were  going  to  get  as  far  as  change  goes,  and  there  were  some  points  wdiere  you  found  your  bank 
angle  was  stopping  almost  entirety,  when  you  realty  didn’t  want  the  change  in  bank  angle  to  change 
that  much.  You  wanted  it  to  continue  on,  but  due  to  the  delays  you  couldn’t  precisely  command  the 
kind  of  bank  angle  that  you  wanted.  It  also  felt  like  it  was  uncoordinated  going  around  the  turns 
throughout  Like  you’re  just  sliding  around  the  turns,  and  even  putting  in  pedal  input  didn’t  seem 
to  correct  this.  It  still  remained  uncoordinated. 

Run  708  (Bobup/Down).  For  this  I  would  that  we’re  just  barely  getting  performance  so  I 
would  say:  Yes,  it’s  controllable.  Adeqimte  performance  with  tolerable  pilot  worldoad?  Yes.  For 
a  ladt  of  a  better  category  that  I  would  give  it  a  satisfactoiy  without  improvement,  no.  Very 
objectionable  but  tolerable  deficiencies.  Not  really,  it’s  verging  on  a  6  to  a  7.  There’s  such  a  big 
difference  there  where  one  says  adequate  performance  requires  extensive  pilot  compensation,  and 
fhe  next  ones  says  you  can’t  attain  adequate  performance  at  all  with  maximum  pilot  compensation. 
Fd  say  that  it’s  adequate  performance  is  attainable  with  maximum  tolerable  pitot  compensation.  You 
don’t  have  a  category  for  that  The  thing  Fm  noticing  on  the  control  ^tem  b  that  it’s  very  delayed. 
When  you  put  a  control  input  in  and  it  finally  takes  effect  it’s  very  rapid  in  taking  effect  vhiat 
happens,  film  in  the  bobup  maneuver,  youTl  bobup.  When  you  go  to  take  out  the  control,  thinking 
that  you’re  going  to  overshoot  slightty,  all  of  a  sudden  youll  go  dead  in  the  air.  YouTl  come  to  a 
comfdete  su^,  and  thb  consequently  has  made  it  vmy  jeri^  in  stabilizing  out  at  the  hover  boards  at 
U^,  and  the  same  thing  down  below  when  you  deaease  your  collective.  You  establbh  a  rate  going, 
arid  then  vthen  you  go  to  correct  for  it  at  the  bottom,  it  all  of  a  sudden  stops.  I  noticed  that  we  were 
fanning  out  leveling  off  high,  a  tot  of  the  times,  like  20, 25  feet  in  the  air,  and  then  you  had  to  inch 
your  way  dowiL  I  think  thb  was  also  manifested  in  a  tot  of  the  other  systems,  but  not  to  the  great 
extent  of  vk4iat  it  was  here.  There  was  a  tot  of  controllability  given  to  you  late.  A  tot  of  control  input 
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that  was  there,  resulting  in  control  effectiveness  that  just  appeared  late.  Consequently,  you  had  a 
very  jerl^  movement  even  in  the  hover  part  of  this  taslL  Lateral  and  longitudinal  tended  to  be  jerlcy. 

C  PILOT  G 

Baseline  ConUgumtioB  fiFIxed  Basel 

Run  501  fHoverV  Oki^,  it’s  controllable.  Adequate  performance  attainable.  Is  it  satisfactory 
without  improvement?  No.  I  find  that  it  takes  quite  a  bit  of  pilot  compensation  to  really  do  it 
hummingbM'like.  I  Gnd  if  I  concentrate  too  hard  I  overcontrol  it  Things  start  to  wander  a  little 
bit  I’d  call  that  minor  but  annoying  deGdencies.  1  ^ve  that  a  4,  and  that  also  goes  along  with  the 
moderate  pilot  compensation  so  I  call  that  a  4.  On  the  visual?  The  visuals  were  good  all  around. 

[For  VCRs:]  I  get  good  attitude  cues  even  though  I  was  overcontrolling  it  a  bit  I  felt  that  the 
attitu^  cues  were  good.  FU  give  that  a  1.  Horizontal  and  translational  rates,  I’ll  give  that  a  1. 
Vertical  translational  rates,  a  1.  All  around  there  was  good  cueing  there  for  that  precision  hover  task. 
That’s  the  end  of  my  comments. 

Run  502  ^Vertical  TramlationL  I  have  one  initial  comment  before  I  rate  the  thing  here.  I  did 
achieve  the  target  altitudes,  I  thinL  That  criteria  was  met,  and  I  think  the  heading  was  met  I  found 
as  1  got  up  to  30  feet  the  aircraft  kept  wanting  to  drift  forward.  As  I  looked  down,  I  wasn’t  keeping 
a  good  scan  going,  and  maintaining  pitch  attitude  out  the  window.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
visual  displi^  at  all,  but  it’s  just  something  I’m  commenting  on.  I  feel  adequate  performance  in  aU 
boacsty  was  not  attained,  so  I  have  to  start  there.  Everything  else,  I  think,  was  met,  but  the  aircraft 
drifted  forward.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable?  No.  I  hate  to  rate  this 
a  7  just  for  that  one  little  characteristic,  it  doesn’t  make  sense.  What  it’s  saying  is.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  workload?  Adequate  is  outside  the  desirable  boundaries,  but 
still  within  the  adequate.  Adequate  is  saying  that  if  you  keep  the  cone  within  the  right  window  50% 
of  the  time,  and  if  you  maintain  your  heading  within  plus  or  minus  10  degrees  you’re  in  the  adequate 
range.  Okay.  Basically  what  it’s  saying  is,  if  you  do  adequate  performance  with  a  tolerable  workload, 
then  you  h^  to  go  up  to  at  least  a  4,  5, 6,  and  then  you  ask  yourself  the  other  questions  there.  Is 
it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  We’re  commenting  here  on  handling  qualities,  and  I  think  it’s 
just  iny  pitot  judgement  here,  but  Til  just  go  ahead,  and  be  consistent,  and  say  that  it’s  minor  but 
armoying  def^ndes.  Moderate  pilot  compensation  is  the  key  there.  If  I  had  paid  more  attention 
to  tay  attitude  by  scarming  back  and  forth,  I  probably  wouldn’t  have  done  that  I’m  going  to  rate  that 
a  4.  We  have  excellent  cues  from  the  visual  system. 

[For  VCRs:]  Those  will  be  also  I’s.  Thqr  will  be  similar  ratings,  4, 1, 1, 1. 

Run  503  fPirouettel.  I  met  most  of  the  desired  performance,  however,  I  think  I  clipped  it  a 
couple  of  times  so  I’m  going  to  have  to  put  inyself  again  in  the  adequate  performance.  I  thi^  I  was 
a  little  bit  high  a  few  times.  It  was  very  close.  It  just  looked  like  I  clipp«l  it  a  few  times,  and  then 
I  started  moving  myself  back  down  low,  and  it  was  okay  after  that  It’s  mostly  adequate  so  well  just 
do  it  that  vny.  It’s  controllable,  and  tolerable  pitot  workload  although  it’s  demanding.  Satisfactory 
without  improvement?  None  of  these  I  consider  to  require  minimal  pilot  compensation.  At  least  the 
worictoad  is  fairly  intense,  racing  around  there  in  45  seconds  so  I’m  having  a  hard  time  getting  above 
the  3-1/2  boundary.  Ok^,  I’m  going  to  have  to  give  you  a  4  again.  Again,  there’s  moderate  pilot 
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compensation,  again  the  visual  display  is  doing  a  real  good  job.  I  don’t  see  anything  there  that 
is  causing  any  probk^ 

As  £»  as  failing,  I’m  getting  good  vertical  cueing  here.  Horizontal  translation  rate,  the  rates 
vdiich  1  require  to  nmintain  my  bank  angle,  attitude,  etc.,  are  all  good  so  I’m  going  to  give  you  a  one 
across  the  board  on  that  So  again,  4, 1, 1, 1. 

Rum  S04  and  505  fSlalomt  There’s  such  a  wide  margin  of  criteria  here  between  desired  and 
adequate  —  don’t  hit  the  poles,  don’t  fly  into  the  ground.  I  found  in  critique  of  my  performance 
here,  1  probabfy  had  the  altitude,  and  I  didn’t  hit  the  poles,  I  had  those  things  right  It’s  just  that  the 
airspeed  was  poor  all  the  way  through  it  I  have  to  say  that  I  meet  the  adequate  performance. 
Starting  there,  g«ing  through  the  HQR:  Controllable.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  a 
ttderable  pilot  wt^ctoad?  Yes.  I  find  this  probabfy  to  be  the  hardest  task  so  far.  I’m  not  up  to 
speed,  n^  l^jiming  curve  is  not  up  there  yet  on  this  one  so  Fm  going  to  rate  this  a  S. 

The  VCR  rating  here?  I’m  not  aware  of  anything  in  the  way  of  visuals  that’s  causing  this 
problem  that  I  might  be  having.  I  think  it’s  just  a  matter  of  controllability  of  the  aircraft,  just  me,  and 
not  keeping  the  attitude  vdiere  it  should  be.  I  don’t  think  it’s  because  of  the  attitude  information  I’m 
getting  from  the  display.  It  could  be,  but  I  just  can’t  say  that;  however.  I’m  going  to  mark  down 
because  I  did  have  a  hard  time  maintaining  attitutte  through  the  course,  I  am  going  to  give  a  3 
because  Fm  not  aware  o£  the  prcAlem.  I  do  have  a  i»tch  attitude  problem  so  Fm  going  to  rate  the 
attitude  rating  a  3,  fair.  The  torizontal  translation,  a  good  1.  The  vertical,  I  rate  that  a  2. 


Run  506  fBobup/Downl.  It  is  controllable,  and  attainable.  Adequate  performance  is  okay. 
Satis&cUuy  without  improvement?  We’re  trying  to  evaluate  the  vehicle  when  really  there’s  some 
things  about  the  task  that  make  it  diCBcult  no  matter  what  you  would  be  flying  here  so  it’s  iffy  trying 
to  determine  aircraft  characteristics  as  a  basis  of  your  rating  here.  Again  Fm  having  a  ha^  time 
saying  it’s  minimum  pilot  onnpensation.  This  is  a  task  requiring  considerable  so  it’s  down  to 
defirienff*^  warrant  improvemenL  FU  make  a  right  turn  there,  and  moderate  pflot  compensation 
describes  vdiat  Fm  talking  about  so  FU  make  that  an  HQR  4. 


For  ttm  VCRs,  I’D  give  it  a  1  across  the  board  here  because  I  feel  these  cues  are  exceUenL 
Vertical  is  realty  required  here,  and  the  horizontal  is  hard  to  perceive.  I  think  that’s  just  because  in 
a  real  world  it’s  hard  to  perceive.  We’re  getting  good  hoiiuntal  translation  cues,  and  of  course 
attitude  seems  to  be  adequate  so  Fm  going  to  go  thm  goods  on  that  so  4, 1, 1, 1. 

Run  5fy7  maKh/Ouickatont.  It’s  conttoUable.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable 
pilot  workload  is  a  yes.  Okay,  Fm  going  to,  for  the  first  time  here,  jump  across  a  3-1/2  border,  and 
satisfacttMy  without  improvement  FU  put  down  yes  and  give  it  a  3. 

On  the  VCR,  it’s  already  indicated.  I  saw  in  attitude  a  pitch  retching  as  I  nose  the  aircraft 
down,  and  it  was  real  bad.  FU  give  you  a  poor  5  on  attitude  for  that  specific  reason.  Onty  that  one 
point  in  that  maneuvn.  Everything  else  was  okay.  Just  for  the  initid  rapid  pitch  rate  nose  down. 
Horizontal  vertical  translational  rate,  vertical  translational  rate  a  1, 1.  So  that’s  HQR  3, 5  on  attitude, 
and  1, 1  on  the  other  twa 

Runif  Ur**  ^  fSidesteoV  I  prc4>abty  got  the  heading  okay,  but  I  know  the  altitude  —  I  saw 
S  on  there  emee,  right  towards  the  en^  I  think  Fm  just  getting  tired.  I  did  not  maintain  within  the 
desired  performance,  I  know  for  sure.  However,  I  did  meet  the  adeqiute  performance,  I  didn’t  hit 
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the  ground.  Okay,  it’s  controllable  certainly.  Adequate  performance  with  tolerable  pilot  workload? 
Yes.  However,  it’s  not  satisfactory  without  improvement,  and  I’m  going  to  rate  this  a  5.  I  feel  that 
adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot  compensation.  This  is  one  task  that  I  never  have 
done  really  well  on,  and  fve  done  a  lot  of  lateral  quickstop  maneuvers  in  airplanes  and  simulators 
over  my  career.  I  just  can’t  do  this  one  that  well  There’s  a  problem  here  somewhere.  I  know  I’m 
tired,  so  I’ll  go  ahead  and  give  that  a  5. 

For  the  VCRs,  the  attitude  information  I’m  getting,  and  translational,  the  rates,  the  vertical 
translation,  tlK»e  all  look  okay.  I’m  having  a  hard  time  maintaining  the  criteria  here.  Three  I’s. 

Runs  510. 511.  and  512  fHoverV  I  found  that  the  task  was  done  quite  easily.  I  had  very  little 
problem.  1  tried  to  concentrate  on  not  putting  in  any  inputs  at  all,  and  I  only  made  small  ones,  and 
etc,  and  that  was  my  control  strategy.  It  was  definitely  controllable.  Adequate  performance 
attairublc  It’s  satisfactory  without  improvement  so  it’s  up  in  the  Level  1.  I  think  it  had  good 
duuacteristics.  I  had  to  concentrate  to  keep  it  there,  so  I  wouldn’t  give  it  a  1.  I’ll  give  it  a  good  with 
negligible  defidoicies  with  pilot  compensation  not  being  a  factor  so  that’s  a  pilot  rating  of  HQR  2. 

As  fv  as  the  VCRs  go:  Attitude  cues  were  very  good.  I  give  that  a  one  Attitude  cues  were 
very  good,  very  dear,  very  precise  I  could  pick  up  very  small  attitude,  and  that  led  to  good 
horizontal  and  translational  rate  cues.  A  lot  of  texture,  etc,  out  here  to  give  me  a  very  precise 
indica  tion  of  small  movements  so  I  give  that  VCR  1.  Vertical  translational  cues  were  also  good,  so 
I  give  that  a  VCR  1. 

Run  513  (Vertjyal  TramlationL  No  problem  getting  established,  and  climbing  up  to  30,  and 
then  going  down  to  10,  and  up  to  30,  coming  back  down  to  20  again,  it  took  a  little  whfle  for  me  to 
get  squared  awiy.  I  started  to  move  forward,  but  I  fed  I  met  the  desired  performance;  however,  the 
oompensatkm  requirement  was  definitely  greater.  Looking  at  the  HQR:  ControUablc  Adequate 
I  stiO  fed  that  performance  was  satisfactory  without  improvement;  however,  some  compensation  was 
required,  especially  coming  back  down  to  establish  the  20  foot  hover  altitude  I’ll  give  that  an 
HOP  3. 

As  far  as  the  VCRs  are  concerned,  1, 1, 1  on  aO  three  of  those  Same  cues  were  used,  and  they 
were  still  very  good. 

Run  S14  fPirouetteV  I  fed  I  met  the  desired  perfotmance  criteria  on  the  pirouette  It  takes 
a  lot  of  ooooentratkm.  A  couple  times  I  started  to  get  outside  my  intended  drde,  but  certainly 
oootrollable  Adequate  perfonnanoe  attained.  I  siy  it’s  satisfectory  without  improvement,  and  Fm 
going  to  give  it  an  HQR  of  3.  Minimum  pilot  compensation  required. 

Fm  going  to  give  I’s  for  the  three  ratings  for  VCR  for  the  same  reasons  that  I  stated  before 
There’s  very  good  visud  cuemg  there 

Run  515  fSlaloml.  That  also  went  along  ok^  with  desired  performance  That  went  along  well 
Pilot  oonqiensaticm-wise,  a  lot  of  concentration.  I  always  consider  you  have  to  put  a  lot  of 
eweentration  in  the  maneuver.  You’re  probabty  compensating  for  something  although  it’s  just  a 
matter  of  judgement  It’s  certainfy  controllable  Adequate  performance  attained.  I’ll  say  satisfactory 
with  witnimntH  pilot  Compensation,  so  again  I’ll  uy  that’s  an  HQR  of  3.  I  found  vdien  I  practiced  it 
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fixed-base  the  other  week,  my  airspeed  was  just  all  over  the  place.  Periiaps  the  motion  is  helping  me 
here,  but  Fm  able  to  control  the  airspeed  much  better  than  I  did  before.  It’s  probably  practice,  but 
the  concentration  was  just  in  maintaining  that  attitude. 

[For  VCRs:]  There’s  good  cues  visual-wise  for  all  three  of  those.  Attitude  is  important  for 
speed  control,  and  I  thought  my  speed  control  was  okay  so  that  was  good,  so  I’m  going  to  give  I’s 
for  all  three  of  those  again.  were  good  in  each  case. 

Run  516  fBobuD/DownV  I  think  basically  the  desired  performance  was  met  so  I’ll  base  my 
comments  on  that  Okay.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  with  tolerable  pilot  workload? 
Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement  is  the  question  here.  If  you  look  at  the  airplane  itself  the 
height  control  is  the  big  thing  here.  The  damping,  etc.,  seem  to  adequate,  and  satisfactoiy.  The 
question  is  how  mudt  pilot  compensation?  You  have  to  anticipate  v^en  you  reach  the  top  target, 
and  anticipate  when  you’re  coming  down.  Are  there  ai^  deficiencies  involved?  Let’s  see,  desired 
performance  requires ...  I’m  ri^t  at  the  borderline.  Since  I  can’t  give  you  a  3-iy2,  I’m  going  to  go 
ahead  and  give  you  another  3  on  this.  HQR  of  3. 

The  ?ame  with  the  VCRs,  th^’re  all  good.  I  didn’t  see  anything  out  there  in  the  way  of  glitches 
cv  characteristics  that  were  causing  me  to  back  off  on  toy  aggressiveness  in  my  performance,  and  etc. 
I  felt  that  the  visual  cueing  outside  was  veiy  good.  Fve  done  this  task  in  the  i^  world,  and  it’s  the 
same.  The  visual  cuing  here  is  the  same  as  the  real  woiid. 

Run  517  fDash/OuickstonV  My  assessment  of  how  weU  I  did  here.  I  got  it  started.  I  could 
have  stopped  it  at  the  right  place,  a^  initiated  there.  I  got  the  right  airspeed.  I  was  concerned 
about  my  altitude,  it  was  witl^  15  feet  Vretty  much  in  aU  of  the  desired  performance  criteria  so  FU 
assume  it  was.  HQR.  Controllable?  Yes.  Adequate?  Yes.  I  didn’t  really  see  any  deficiendes. 
Okay,  Fm  going  to  lead  this  in  to  a  Level  1,  so  Fm  going  to  give  it  another  HQR  3. 

On  the  VCR’s  the  same  as  before  [1, 1, 1]. 

Run  518  fSidestepI.  Desired  performance  was  met  Okay.  Again,  it  was  controllable.  Now, 
this  is  the  one  1  usually  find  I  have  the  most  trouble  with,  and  I  really  need  the  compensation,  and 
I  ^m’t  think  it’s  the  handling  qualities  of  the  airplane.  It’s  just  judging  things  out  here.  It  might  be 
visual  cues  so  it’s  controllable  and  adequate,  but  Fm  going  to  rate  it  down.  It’s  not  satisfactoiy 
without  improvemenL  Moderate  pilot  compensation  required.  I  give  it  HQR  4.  Fm  having  some 
problem  with  judging  where  to  stc^  and  start,  vdiere  tlm  boundaries  are,  and  also  the  altitude  control 
here  is  a  little  bit  of  problem  for  me.  Those  are  the  compensation  factors  that  Fm  talking  about  here 
so  HQR  4. 

[For  VCRs:]  Height,  again  the  visual  cuing  is  good.  Pertutps  v^at  I  need  is  a  little  bit  more 
(rf  texture.  Let’s  see.  For  attitude  Fm  going  to  give  it  a  VCR  1.  For  the  translational  rates,  Fm 
going  to  come  down,  and  give  that  a  VCR  2.  For  vertical,  especially  out  at  the  sides  v^ere  I  ten’t 
have  any  vertical  tower  to  look  at  because  it’s  not  in  nqr  fiont  view,  Fm  also  going  to  give  that  a 
VC  2. 

[Comment  card:]  Is  your  f^g  tedmique  modified  because  you’re  flying  a  simulator?  You 
always  have  to  answer  yes  to  that  Always.  You  know  you’re  willing  to  be  a  little  bit  more  aggressive 
cm  a  simulator.  That’s  v^t  I  mean  by  that  Sure  it’s  modified.  You’re  not  as  concerned  about 
Inealdng  the  airplane,  although  this  simulator  you  could  break  it  vdien  you’re  in  motion.  The 
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atplanatinn  is,  ycs,  usualfy  always  because  it*s  not  the  real  world.  You  don’t  have  the  real  world  risk, 
etc.  I  try  to  use  the  same  strategy  udien  flying,  but  the  answer  is  down  to  the  technique,  and  it’s 
deGnitely  modified  to  a  degree.  Hope  that  answers  your  question.  Aircraft  response  is  good.  It’s 
not  sluggish.  Unusual  characteristics?  No.  Motion  cues?  I  Gnd  the  big  thing  I  really  want  to  say 
is  I  did  fly  fixed  base  during  the  first  session,  and  I  realize  I’m  still  probably  going  through  a  learning 
curve  experience.  I  found  the  motion  today,  once  we  got  it  all  squared  away,  to  be  very  valuable  for 
control  I  don’t  think  I  could  have  gotten  done  anywhere  near  as  good  in  this  lateral  quickstop 
without  motion.  The  accelerations  and  the  decelerations,  for  example,  the  good  kick-in-the-pants 
feeling  gives  you  good  feedback  for  initiating  acceleration,  and  initiating  the  deceleration,  etc.  So, 
I  say,  the  top  one  is  valuable  for  control  Okiy,  I  can’t  compare  this  motion  system  with  others,  this 
experiment,  not  yet  The  motion  and  vbual  cues  seem  to  be  consistent  I  didn’t  sense  any  phasing 
or  any  of  those  kind  of  problems  where  there  was  confusion  between  what  I  saw,  and  v^at  I  felt 
Is  there  any  unusual  conflicting  or  uncomfortable  visual  or  motion  cues?  None  that  I  was  aware  ol 
I  felt,  again,  they  matched  weU,  and  they  assisted  me  for  the  visual  but  the  motion  in  particular  was 
a  real  asset  here.  No  discomfort,  disorientation  or  sickness  or  any  of  that  stuff.  Obvious  deficiencies 
in  the  visual  scene?  The  only  thing  I’ve  detected  on  this  is  when  there’s  some  real  rapid  moving. 
I  saw  it  when  I  was  doing  fixed  base  runs  the  other  day,  but  I  didn’t  see  it  today  on  the  acceleration 
v^en  I  pitched  the  nose  down.  I  got  kind  of  a  chattering  or  a  stair-stepping  effect  I  didn’t  see  that 
today  so  no,  I  didn’t  see  ai^thing  in  the  visual  scene  that  was  a  deficiency. 

Baseline  CoBflgnration  (Modified  Motion) 

Run  520  fHoverl  Hrst  of  all,  on  the  fr^  time,  just  evaluating,  getting  used  to  the  new  motion 
^tem,  I  didn’t  see  anything  in  there  that  was  a  concern  as  far  as  giving  me  false  indications,  out  of 
phase,  or  anything  that  would  degrade  my  evaluation  of  the  motions  of  the  aircraft  1  did  run  into 
some  stops  a  couple  of  times.  Th^  weren’t  violent  encounters,  but  nevertheless,  they  were  there. 
They  didn’t  seem  to  bother  me  too  much.  All  in  aU,  I  thought  the  motion  system  felt  okay.  The 
hover  evaluation:  I  believe  I  met  the  performance  criteria.  As  far  as  HQR  it’s  going  to  be  good, 
because  the  pilot  compensation  there  was  very  low  as  far  as  requirement  I’d  say  pilot  compensation 
was  not  a  factor.  There  was  very  little  to  do.  Just  concentrating  on  not  putting  in  any  control  inputs 
at  all  If  you  do  put  anything  in,  just  small  ones.  So,  is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes. 
I  would  call  it  a  good,  vdiich  is  a  Z 

VCRs:  Again,  I  feel  that  the  VCR  rating  should  indicate  a  good  condition  here.  Attitude, 
v^iich  was  very  important  here,  because  very  small  attitude  changes  would  cause  a  drift,  attitude  and 
horizontal  translational  rates  were  both  good.  I  could  pick  those  up  very  quickfy,  and  it  was  good 
information.  It  was  also  good  for  vertical  It’s  good  across  the  top  with  thm  ones.  So,  it’s  2, 1, 1, 1. 

Run  521  rVertical  Translation!.  It  was  desired  performance.  The  heading  may  have  gotten  off. 
It  may  have  reached  5  degrees.  It  didn’t  go  much  beyond  that  so  I  feel  that  I  maintained  the  desired 
performance  criteria.  I  still  find  this,  even  though  there’s  not  much  going  on,  I  tend  to  drift  either 
fore  or  aft  v^ien  I  do  this  dimb  or  descent  That  is  too  mudt  However,  on  the  HQR:  It  was 
controllable.  Was  adequate  performance  achieved  with  tolerable  pQot  workload?  Yes.  It’s 
satisfactory  with  just  a  little  bit  of  concentration  on  trying  to  maintain  my  attitude  precisely  to  keep 
from  drifting  in  the  fore  and  aft  directions.  Fll  call  it  minimal  pflot  compensation.  It’s  not  moderate 
so  it’s  a  3  on  the  HQR. 
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VCRs:  Again,  the  VCRs  were  good.  In  this  case,  periiaps  I  should  change  my  thinking  on  this. 
I  keep  mentkuilng  I’m  drifting  fore  and  aft,  and  I  don’t  know  just  what  it  is  that  is  causing  me  to  be 
a  Utde  bit  behind  on  making  the  pitch  corrections.  I  don’t  want  to  put  in  too  much.  Just  to  indicate 
that  I’m  having  a  little  problem  with  the  translational,  I’m  going  to  rate  the  attitude  a  2.  The 
horizontal  translational  rate  a  2.  The  vertical  translational  rate  a  1.  That’s  a  2,  2, 1  on  those  with 
an  HQR  3. 

Run  522  fPirouettel.  First  question,  is  desired  performance  met?  I  believe  so.  Of  course  that 
pirouette  display  out  there  is  quite  good.  It  gives  you  a  lot  of  information  both  for  vertical  as  well 
as  lateral  fore  and  aft  positioning.  The  task  was  relative^  easy  to  perform.  So,  on  the  HQR: 
Controllable.  Was  adequate  performance  attained  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Let’s  see... 
how  much  concentration  am  I  putting  in  this  thing?  I  know  you’re  going  to  be  rating  these  motion 
^sterns  here  based  on  these  things.  I  don’t  want  to  be  inconsistent,  but  since  you  won’t  take  a  3-1/2, 
Fm  going  to  have  to  rate  it  a  3  or  4.  Was  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’d  say  it  was 
satisfactory  without  improvemenL  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  3  with  minimum  pilot  compensation,  so 
HQR  3. 

The  VCRs,  as  I  mentioned  before,  there’s  good  cues  out  there.  The  ring  to  follow  you  could 
see.  You  could  see  down,  you  could  see  out  to  the  sides  pretty  well,  so  I  had  good  indication  of  in 
and  out  positioning  as  it  went  around  the  ring,  so  those  were  all  goods.  Good  for  attitude,  and 
hmizcHital  translation,  and  vertical  translational  rate.  All  were  good,  so  3, 1, 1, 1. 

Rung  ^d  524  (Slaloml.  The  desired  performance  was  met  this  time.  That’s  a  task  viiere 
you’re  in  and  out  of  the  cockpit  For  altitude,  Fm  depending  on  the  visual  outside.  For  airspeed  I 
have  to  look  inside.  Fm  catdung  my  glances  back  arid  forth,  inside,  outside.  'Ihe  information  I’m 
getting  is  of  course  the  information  I  need  to  maintain  the  desired  performance,  so  that  says  good 
things  about  the  display,  and  the  motion  cues  that  Fm  getting.  As  far  as  HQR:  It’s  controllable. 
Was  adeqiute  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  I  would  say  if  there  is  any 
annoying  defidendes,  the  tendency  for  the  aircraft  to  slow  down  and  speed  up  as  you  roll  it  and  turn 
it  through  the  slalom  is  there.  I’ll  say  it  is  not  satisfactory,  FU  say  a  no,  and  give  it  an  HQR  4.  There 
is  that  requiremmit  to  compensate  for  the  airspeed  changes  with  some  pitch  attitude  inputs  to  correct 
for  the  tenden^  to  either  slow  up  or  speed  up  in  rolling  out  of  the  turns.  HQR  4  for  that 

As  far  as  VCR’s  go,  I  believe  this  is  a  fairty  a^ressive  and  precise  task.  I  think  it’s  a  good  test 
for  that,  and  certainty  I  can  do  it  within  the  desired  criteria,  so  I  would  give  it  a  good  rating.  I  think 
FU  mark  down  attitude.  Flashing  by  those  poles  like  that,  there’s  a  little  bit  of  confusion  as  to  what 
nty  attitude  should  be.  You  realty  can’t  call  it  a  visual  displ^  problem.  Using  the  VCR  rating  tystem, 
just  calling  it  for  vriiat  it  is  here,  Fm  going  to  go  ahead  and  give  the  attitude  one  a  Z  Of  course 
translation  there’s  a  very  good  fed  for  your  velodty,  so  I’ll  give  that  a  1.  The  poles  give  you  good 
vertical  translational  rate  information,  so  2, 1, 1. 

Run  525  fBobun/Downl.  That’s  a  demanding  task  in  one  axis  there.  It’s  controllable.  Is 
adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  woricload?  Yes.  I  feel  that  the  hdght  control, 
vriiich  this  is  all  about,  the  damping,  etc.,  all  looked  good.  I  wouldn’t  know  how  to  improve  it  any 
more  than  it  is.  It  has  good  handling  qualities,  nothing  limiting  there.  It’s  satisfactory  without 
improvement,  however,  it  is  a  demanding  task.  In  previous  runs,  my  comment  has  been  to  try  to  keep 
nty  distance  in  and  out  I  call  it  ran^  It  could  be  a  problem  because  you  don’t  have  mu^  cueing 
u^  you  get  up  to  the  target  to  tell  you  whether  you’re  drifting  in  or  drifted  bacL  That’s  more  of 
a  VGR  proUmn  than  it  is  a  handling  qualities  problem.  There  is  an  associated  compensation 
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required,  so  Tm  going  to  go  ahead  and  rate  that  a  4  because  of  that  Not  the  vertical  task,  but  the 
maintaining  the  range  or  the  distance  from  the  target  especially  u^en  it’s  out  of  view,  so  HQR  4  on 
that 


On  the  VCRs,  to  reflect  my  comment  on  attitude,  it  is  down  a  little  bit,  I  call  it  2  on  the 
attitude.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  that's  the  one.  I’m  going  to  give  that  a  3.  This  is  a  little 
different  than  what  I  gave  before,  but  I’m  just  having  to  call  it  as  I  see  it  here.  Vertical  translational 
rate  is  good,  I  call  that  a  1.  It  goes  2, 3, 1.  This  is  the  first  one  where  I’ve  seen  something  different 
in  each  case. 

Run  526  fDash/DuickstonV  Very  comfortable.  The  motion  system  felt  very  good.  I  got  some 
good  cues.  I  feel  like  on  all  of  these  the  motion  ^tem  has  been  reduced  a  litUe  bit  That  is,  it’s 
been  washed  out  more.  That’s  just  the  kind  of  feeling  I  get  through  most  of  these  things.  The  HQR 
on  that  is  going  to  be  good,  Lewi  1,  because  it  was  controllable,  certainly  adequate,  and  satisfactory. 
Minimal  compensation  required,  so  I’m  going  to  give  that  an  HQR  3. 

The  visual  cues:  There’s  one  thing  here  that  I  probably  should  have  pointed  out  in  my  earlier 
discussions  on  the  VCR,  and  that  is  the  attitude  cue  here.  I’ve  been  looking  in  the  cockpit  because 
when  you  push  the  nose  over,  you  lose  the  horizon  on  this  simulator.  That’s  something  I  should  have 
pointed  out  before,  so  attitude  wise  it’s  not  a  1.  All  the  other  attitude  cues  from  then  on  are  all 
okay.  I  believe  I  graded  it  down  once  before,  for  a  jitter  u^en  we  were  doing  the  fixed  base.  I  didn’t 
see  any  of  that  The  only  thing  you  do  typically  on  all  of  these  CGI’s,  you  lose  the  horizon  if  you 
pitch  the  nose  down  the  way  I  did  there.  Because  of  that  one  particular  characteristic.  I’m  going  to 
rate  this  down  to  a  2  for  attitude.  Horizontal  translational  rate  and  vertical  translational  rate  are  all 
good  with  the  poles  out  there  to  give  me  some  altitude.  I  certainly  sense  I’m  accelerating  and 
decelerating.  A  2  on  the  attitude,  a  1  on  the  horizontal  translational  rate.  On  vertical,  I  don’t  think 
ni  rate  it  back  down  to  a  1  again.  In  fact.  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  3,  because  as  I  decelerate  with  my 
nose  up  high,  I  really  am  not  quite  sure  how  high  up  I  am.  I  look  out  to  the  sides  like  I  would  in 
a  helicopter.  I  feel  that  if  I  had  a  real  world  out  here,  Td  have  mote  information  with  ^ch  to  judge 
altitude  so  2, 1,  3  on  this  one. 

Run  528  fSidestepV  Controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  That’s  a  difficult  task.  I’ve  always  had 
problems  with  this  one.  I’d  say  no.  Moderate  pilot  compensation  required,  so  I’ll  give  that  an  HQR 
4.  I  think  a  lot  of  it  might  have  to  do  with  the  vk uals.  I  think  I  made  this  comment  on  my  previous 
set  of  runs  with  respect  to  VCRs.  Altitude  is  difficult  to  assess  when  you  get  away  from  tiiat  little 
donut  sitting  around  the  pole  out  in  front  of  me  there.  It’s  ea^  to  drift  down  or  climb  if  you  don’t 
have  the  resolution,  don’t  have  the  texture,  etc.,  that  we  have  in  the  real  worid.  I  feel  the  vertical 
translational  rate  cueing  is  lacking  here.  The  horizontal  translational  and  the  attitude  are  good.  It’s 
roll  attitude  that  we’re  looking  at  here,  and  also  some  pitch.  I  think  pitch  and  roll  attitude  are  well 
represented  here.  We  can  see  it,  but  altitude  gets  out  of  hand. 

For  the- VCRs:  On  attitude,  Til  give  it  a  good.  Translational  rate,  because  we  have  these 
squares  and  things  out  here.  Til  give  that  a  good.  For  vertical  translational  rate,  altitude  control.  I’ll 
give  it  a  3,  mark  it  down.  It’s  good  when  you’re  going  by  the  reference  out  there.  It’s  not  good  out 
at  the  ends,  where  you  have  to  make  the  quickstop.  That’s  vdiere  the  pilot  workload  goes  up. 

Pilot  conunent  card:  Is  the  ffying  technique  modified  because  you’re  flying  a  simulator?  That 
comment  remains  the  same  as  the  one  I  gave  you  already.  You  always  modify  it  because  you’re  O^g 
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a  simulator.  I  know  the  question  here  is  really  pointed  towards,  is  there  something  about  the 
simulator  you  don’t  like  that’s  caused  you  to  modify  your  ffying  technique?  No  there  isn’t  It’s  just 
the  generic  one.  While  I’m  in  the  simulator  I  tend  to  be  a  little  less  concerned  about  safety.  We’re 
not  supposed  to  do  that,  but  that’s  really  the  onfy  thing.  The  flying  technique  is  modified.  I  can’t 
really  put  it  in  any  descriptive  way,  other  than,  it  may  be  less  incentive  to  keep  the  airplane  from 
crashing.  It’s  nothing  that  the  simulator  in  the  way  of  visuals  or  motion  is  causing  it  Now,  if  I  were 
flying  backwards,  in  an  area  where  I  can’t  see,  then  I  would  say  yes.  All  of  these  tasks  seem  to  be 
ones  where  we  can  see  where  we’re  going,  but  there’s  not  a  problem  with  motion  or  display. 
Comment  on  aircraft  response?  Nothing  unusual  It’s  good.  It’s  a  Level  1  airplane.  How  did 
motion  cues  affect  your  control  of  the  rotorcraft?  I  thought  they  were  valuable  for  control  I  think 
I  talked  about  that  before  when  I  went  from  fixed  to  motion,  how  much  better  it  was.  Is  it  more 
valuable  than  the  motion  system  of  the  last  one?  I  can’t  answer  that  Perhaps  there  will  be  another 
question  down  here  that  I  can  address  the  comparison  to.  Compare  this  motion  system  with  the 
other  one  flown.  I  sense  from  my  initial  evaluation,  as  well  as  going  through  these  formal  evaluation 
tasks,  that  you  have  washed  out  some  of  the  motion.  Maybe  it’s  set  up,  although  I  did  get  a  couple 
of  cues,  that  I  did  run  into  some  stops.  It  sounds  like  this  one  is  designed  for  the  low  frequency 
tasks,  and  not  the  high  frequency.  I  like  it  This  is  fine.  I  thought  the  motion  system  gave  me  good 
cueing  compared  to  the  other  one.  It  looks  like  a  little  bit  less  in  the  wr^  of  rates  for  initiation,  like 
the  roll  reversals,  the  accelerations  and  the  decelerations.  Did  the  motion  and  the  visual  cues  seem 
consistent?  Yes.  I  didn’t  see  anything  in  the  way  of  conflicting  information,  or  out  of  phase.  Were 
there  any  unusual,  conflicting,  or  uncomfortable  cues?  No,  there  were  not,  so  there’s  none  to 
describe.  They  seem  to  compliment  each  other.  No  discomfort,  nausea,  or  disorientation?  Nothing 
like  that,  did  I  sense.  Obvious  deficiencies  in  the  visual  scene?  Other  than  the  usual  one,  like  out 
over  the  gr^  area,  there’s  no  texture,  and  you  can’t  tell  how  high  you  are.  Other  than  that  one,  I 
can’t  think  of  aiding  else.  They  seem  to  be  behaving  themselves.  I  didn’t  see  any  jerldness,  any 
skips,  any  artifacts  or  anything  like  that  Basically  the  answer  to  #8,  no  obvious  deficiencies. 

A£AH 

Run  530  (HoverV  That  was  a  very  ea^  task  that  had  very  little  to  do  with  the  attitude  system. 
Veiy  little  drifting  around.  Very  relaxing.  I  achieved  the  desir^  performance  without  any  doubt  or 
concern.  HQR,  I  never  get  I’s ,  but  I’ll  give  it  a  2,  HQR  2.  It  was  controllable,  adequate,  and  very 
satisfactoiy  so  over  to  the  right,  and  negligible  deficiencies,  a  2.  No  pilot  compensation.  I  didn’t  see 
anything  in  the  visual,  or  feel  anything  in  the  motion  that  was  distractmg  to  me. 

\  VCH  —  good  cues  all  around,  on  all  axes  so  it’s  three  I’s. 

Run  531  (Vertical  Translation^  I  used  a  different  technique  this  time,  as  instructed,  to  go 
ahead  and  do  the  simulated  landing  task  as  rapidly  as  possible.  My  precision  certainly  went  downhill, 
and  I  had  to  compensate  to  decrease  the  time  for  performing.  As  compared  to  my  two  practice  runs 
which  I  used,  I  took  my  time,  and  the  workload  was  low  here.  Rushing  it  a  little  bit,  the  work  load 
was  higher,  however,  it  was  controllable,  and  it  was  adequate.  One  time  the  end  of  the  cone  bounced 
out  of  the  lower  right  hand  comer  of  Uie  window.  It  went  back  in  again  so  adequate  performance 
was  achieved.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  I’m  going  to  say  no.  Minor  defidendes  and 
moderate  pilot  compensation,  and  this  is  with  the  presented  requirement  to  do  it  as  rapidly  as 
possible,  so  HQR  4.  The  motion  felt  fine. 
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[For  VCRs:]  1  did  have  some  problems  trying  to  be  aggressive  so  Fm  going  to  rate  all  those 
things  down.  I  would  have  given  them  I’s,  but  possibly  the  visual  cueing  was  partly  responsible  for 
nqr  increase  in  pilot  compensation  there  so  I’ll  give  attitude  a  2,  the  translational  rate  a  2,  and  the 
vertical  translational  rate  a  2. 

Run  532  fPirouetteV  This  is  one  of  the  tasks  where  the  attitude  system  improves  the 
accomplishment  of  the  task,  reduces  the  pilot  workload.  Holding  the  attitude,  holding  steady  rates, 
and  holding  the  pitch  attitude  required  the  whole  of  the  circle,  and  the  bank  attitude  to  maintain  the 
velocity,  etc.,  was  improved.  It  was  certainly  controllable.  Adequate  performance  was  achieved  — 
two  seconds  over  on  one,  and  everything  was  okay.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  would  say 
yes.  This  is  a  task  that  really  requires  some  concentration,  and  I  feel  a  degree  of  pilot  compensation. 
It’s  just  a  matter  of  sensing  whether  the  airplane  is  starting  to  fall  out  of  the  circle  or  slow  down. 
Make  sure  your  heading  rate  maintains  the  airplane  pointed  at  the  center,  etc.  Pilot  compensations 
are  required  in  all  of  that  Certainly,  in  coordination,  so  minimal  pQot  compensation  sounds  right, 
and  I’ll  rate  that  an  HQR  3. 

This  is  again  a  task  that  has  good  visual  cueing.  The  little  altitude  indicator,  I  call  it  a  donut 
out  there,  and  the  pylorrs  are  something  that  you  can  realty  see.  The  markings  around  that  are  on 
the  ground,  they  are  nice  and  wide,  and  you  get  good  cues  for  position  as  weU  as  velocity.  Attitude 
looks  good.  You  can  certainty  sense  rate  changes,  range  changes,  etc.,  so  I’m  going  to  rate  those  all 
good  so  1, 1, 1. 

Run  533  fSlalomV  That  looked  better.  That’s  the  best  run  that  I’ve  made.  It  took  two 
practices  to  realize  that  I  need  to  be  a  little  more  aggressive  in  putting  in  the  roll  inputs.  Instead  of 
having  a  rate  tystem,  1  had  an  attitude  system  here.  It  requir^  larger  stick  deflection  so  that  was 
within  the  desired  performance  level  I  also  found  out  the  attitude  tystem  assisted  in  maintaining 
airspeed  so  that  helped  there.  It  was  controllable,  and  adequate  performance  achieved.  Was  it 
satisfactory  without  improvement?  It  looked  awfully  good  to  me.  Again,  there’s  this  question  of 
performance  requiring  moderate  pilot  compensation.  I’m  on  the  borderline  here,  between  3  and  4. 
Certainty  the  handling  qualities  of  the  aircraft  were  very  good,  and  they  don’t  require  compensation. 
The  task  is  a  di£Gcult  one,  but  I  didn’t  come  close  to  hitting  anything  so  considering  those  two  things, 
it  is  satisfactory  without  improvement  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  3  with  minimal  pilot  compensatioiL 

The  visual  cueing,  again,  was  good.  You  had  these  pylons  sitting  up  here,  certainty,  they  give 
you  good  altitude  cueing.  Attitude  cuing  probabty  is  a  little  more  difGcult  because  the  poles  are 
going  by,  however,  is  that  a  function  of  our  display  or  a  function  of  just  nature?  Translational  rates 
syere  good  so  Fll  give  you  a  1  on  that  Fm  going  to  give  it  a  2  for  attitude.  It’s  a  1  fo'-  the  horizontal 
tiranslation,  and  2  for  the  vertical  translation. 

Run  534  fBobuo/Downl.  I  guess  of  aU  the  tasks  this  one  probabty  requires  more  anticipation 
or  pilot  compensation  than  all  the  other  ones,  but  it’s  also  not  a  function  of  simulation  factors  like 
motion  and/or  visual  In  a  real  world  it’s  a  fairly  dif&cult  maneuver  to  perform  rapidty  because  of 
the  nature  of  the  thing.  You’je  sort  of  standing  up  in  the  air  where  there  aren’t  a  lot  of  cues  until 
you  get  up  and  see  the  target  Okay.  It  was  controllable.  Adequate  performance  accomplished.  Is 
it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  A  lot  of  compensation  requir^  here.  Fm  going  to  say  no, 
deCciencies  warrant  improvement  and  give  it  a  4.  Moderate  pQot  compensation,  minor  but  aimoying 
deficiencies. 
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The  VCR’s.  The  attitude  cueing,  because  you’re  kind  of  up  and  away  from  things,  the 
horizontal  translational  rate  cueing,  both  of  those  are  towards  the  poor  side  of  good.  The  vertical 
translational  rate  is  good,  so  I’m  going  to  give  that  a  2.  For  the  attitude.  I’m  going  down  to  a  fair. 
For  the  horizontal  translational  rate,  a  fair.  The  vertical  translational  rate  a  2. 


Run  535  fDash/OuickstonV  Certainly  it  was  controllable,  and  adequate  performance  was 
attained.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  would  say  yes.  Pilot  compensation  is  a  factor, 
primarity  in  judging  altitude  variations  with  the  nose  in  the  pitchdown  for  the  accel,  and  pitchup  for 
the  deceL  Those  two  conditions,  both  the  beginning  and  the  final  part  A  lot  of  compensation. 
Some  compensation  is  required  which  I  would  consider  not  moderat^  but  I’ll  call  it  tiinimaL  So  I 
would  say  satbfactory  without  improvement,  yes.  This  is  a  realty  good  ^tem  for  this  kind  of 
maneuver,  so  I’ll  give  it  an  HQR  3. 

[For  VCRs:]  Now  once  more  with  the  pitchdown  and  the  nose  high  attitudes  for  accel/decel, 
there’s  a  lot  that  you  can’t  see  outside.  You  realty  depend  on  those  poles  for  some  of  your  cueing. 
Horizontal  translational  rate  cueing  is  fairly  good,  I’D  give  that  a  2.  The  attitude  cue  I  think  is  pretty 
good.  I  can  look  out  to  the  sides  from  the  cab  here  and  pretty  much  judge  where  the  nose  of  the 
aircraft  is.  I  didn’t  see  any  ratcheting  when  I  pitched  the  nose  down  this  time.  I  think  I  did  see  it 
once,  and  rated  it  down  for  that  so  the  attitude  was  pretty  good.  The  vertical  translational  rate  is 
between  fair  to  poor.  Attitude  a  2.  Horizontal  translational  rate  a  2,  and  the  vertical  translational 
rate,  altitude  judgement.  I’m  going  to  give  that  a  3 

Run  536  (Sidestep^  I  see  the  altitude  requirement  is  maintained  plus  or  minus  IS  so  that 
looked  okay.  Alright,  I  feel  I  performed  it  with  the  desired  performance  level  I  feel  that  this  task 
is  probabty  a  combination.  That  is,  it’s  sort  of  in  between.  It’s  not  a  high  frequency  task,  it’s  not  a 
low  frequency  task.  It’s  kind  of  in  between  wiiich  has  a  little  bit  of  both  in  it  I  feel  it’s  a  good  task 
to  evaluate  these  kinds  of  things  we’re  doing  in  this  simulation.  Okay.  It  was  controllable,  and 
adequate.  I  feel  whether  it  be  the  motion,  the  visual  or  the  handling  qualities  of  the  aircraft  that  it 
is  not  satisfactory  without  improvement  Fm  going  to  give  it  an  HQR  4.  Desired  performance 
requires  moderate  pilot  compensatiort 

As  I  stated  before,  the  visual  cueing  here  varies.  It’s  good  at  the  center  where  you  have  good 
altitude,  attitude,  and  horizontal  translational  rate  information  provided.  When  you  get  out  to  the 
borders,  you  lose  the  vertical  translational  rate.  I  feel  that  degrades  a  little  bit  from  your 
performance  capabflity.  Attitude  wise  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  good.  Horizontal  translational  rate  a 
2.  It’s  1  aixl  tten  a  2.  The  vertical  translational  rate,  specifically  out  at  the  ends  of  where  the 
reversals  take  place.  I’ll  give  a  3. 
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Run  537  fHoverV  It  was  ju»t  identical  to  the  last  set  that  I  evaluated.  Very  little  to  do.  Just 
sit  there,  and  let  the  attitude  ^tem  take  care  of  your  attitude.  Very  little  input  sent  to  either  the 
ocdleotive  or  the  cyclk  so  it’s  a  very  easy  task.  Make  that  an  HQR  2. 

Runs  538  and  539  (Vertical  Translation!.  I’m  seeing  something  consistent  here.  I  don’t  see 
aiqrthing  visualty  that  is  causing  any  problems  that  Fm  aware  of;  however,  I  noticed  from  a  motion 
point  of  view  if  I  put  in  any  kind  of  a  significant  input  in  attitude  or  in  height,  either  one  —  by 
Mgnificant,  I  mean  trying  to  maneuver  at  a  good  rate  other  than  just  sitting  there  —  I  then  find  that 
Fm  going  into  an  oscfllatory  mode  of  n^  inputs.  I  think  it’s  feeding  back  to  the  motion  iq^tem,  and 
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causing  me  to  sort  of  PIO  even  small  inputs  that  I’m  trying  to  make.  That’s  causing  me  to  have  to 
compensate  more  for  that  However,  on  the  landing  task  it  was  controllable,  and  I  think  I  met  the 
desired  performance,  but  fairly  high  pilot  compensation,  I  mean  there  was  some  so  it’s  controllable, 
and  adequate,  but  not  satisfactory  without  improvement  There  were  some  deficiencies.  I’d  like  to 
give  you  a  4-1/2,  but  it’s  not  bad  enough  to  be  a  5  so  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  4.  Aimoying  deficiencies, 
requires  moderate  pilot  compensation  is  the  k^  phrase  there  so  HQR  4. 

Run  540  fSlalomV  Same  comments,  only  to  a  greater  degree  as  we  pick  up  the  frequency  of 
the  control  task  here.  I’m  seeing  an  oscillatory  response  to  my  inputs.  It  also  appears  that  I’ve  got 
a  coupled  helicopter.  It  feels  quite  a  bit  like  a  rigid  rotor  helicopter,  like  a  BO- 105,  which  I  have 
flown  through  a  slalom  course  similar  to  this  one.  As  I  put  in  roll,  for  some  reason  or  another.  I’m 
getting  some  pitch  bobble  in  there  so  it’s  really  degraded  the  apparent  handling  qualities  significantly. 
It’s  controllable,  and  I  did  keep  it  within  the  35  to  43  knots.  I  just  barely  did,  but  I  kept  in  there. 
I  think  the  desired  performance  criteria  was  met,  but  it  took  a  lot  of  pilot  compensation  to  do  that 
Controllable  and  adequate,  but  it’s  definitely  not  satisfactory.  It  nee^  improvement  I  would  rate 
this  down  to  a  6.  Extensive  pilot  compensation,  and  the  compensation  is  one  that  looks  like  an 
apparent  roll  in  the  pitch  coupling.  For  example,  if  you  were  evaluating  a  fair  helicopter  at  some 
fa^ity  that  had  this  kind  of  thing  that  you  have  in  here,  whatever  it  might  be,  the  pilot  might  get  a 
wrong  impression  as  to  the  handling  qualities  of  the  aircraft,  and  it  might  be  the  simulator  itself 
That’s  the  problertL 

Run  541  fBobup/Downl.  In  the  desired  performance  you  should  be  10  feet  or  higher  above 
the  ground,  and  on  the  adequate  you  can  be  as  low  as  5  feet  from  the  ground.  I  was  sort  of  in  and 
out  of  the  desired,  but  never  quite  got  to  worse  than  the  adequate,  so  I’m  going  to  take  all  of  that 
in  consideration.  I  feel  that  this  same  characteristic  I’m  feeling  in  the  motion  ^tem  is  causing  me 
to  overcontrol  this  vertical  path.  It’s  a  very  aggressive  task,  and  I’m  coming  up  to  the  top 
overcontrolling  then  coming  down  the  bottom  and  overcontrolling.  Stretching  the  desirable 
performance  limits  here,  running  through  them,  and  considering  all  of  that  it  is  in  fact  controllable. 
Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Deficiencies  do  warrant 
improvement  We’re  somewhere  in  Level  2,  but  very  close  to  3.  I’m  going  to  give  this  a  6.  I’m  using 
the  motion  feedback,  and  it’s  causing  me  to  overcontrol  or  it’s  due  to  just  the  characteristics  of  the 
aircraft  My  inputs.  I’m  responding  by  overcontrolling  it,  and  hobbling.  The  precision  is  lost  because 
of  the  oscillatory  overshooting. 

[Comment  card:]  It’s  the  same  on  number  one.  Well,  I’ll  comment  further.  Again,  I’m  not 
flying  in  the  real  world.  I’m  flying  in  the  simulator  so  there’s  some  differences  there.  Just  your 
attitude  towards  how  aggressive  you  may  be,  you  tend  to  be  a  little  bit  more  aggressive.  You  tend 
to  test  the  system  a  bit  more  bringing  it  closer  to  the  edge  in  control,  to  an  instability  that  you 
would  not  if  you’re  in  the  real  airplane.  You’re  more  cautious  in  the  air,  in  the  real  world,  for 
obvious  reasons  so  there’s  where  I  say  the  technique  is  modified.  I’m  a  little  bit  more  aggressive  in 
the  simulator.  The  aircraft  response  is  not  crisp.  As  I  said  before,  it  has  a  bobble,  an  overcontrol 
or  a  ripply  response  to  control  inputs.  It’s  not  slug^h,  but  the  unusual  characteristic  is  wfiat  I’ve 
been  talking  about.  A  tendent^  to  overcontrol  in  an  oscillatory  fashion.  How  did  the  motion  cues 
affect  your  control?  I  can  say  that  the  motion  cues  affected  my  ability  to  control  the  aircraft  in  a 
negative  way.  I’m  second  guessing  here.  I  know  that  you’ve  made  some  modifications  to  the  motion 
gains.  It’s  either  the  aircraft,  the  motion,  the  combination  of  the  two  or  maybe  all  three.  I  would 
say  the  motion  cues  certainly  are  affecting  my  ability  to  control  the  aircraft  in  a  negative  way, 
especially  that  last  one.  Compare  this  motion  system  with  other  systems  flown?  Okay.  1  like  the 
previous  one,  the  basic  system,  that  was  good.  The  combination  of  basic  motion  gains  plus  the 
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attitude  control  system  certainly  enhanced  my  ability  to  perform  many  of  these  tasks.  Did  the  motion 
and  visual  cues  seem  consistent?  I  saw  the  hobbling  that  I  felt  I  did  see  it  I  saw  it,  I  recall,  in  the 
slalom.  I  saw  the  pitch  as  I  rolled,  etc.  I  saw  the  overshoot  here  so,  yes,  they  seemed  consistent 
Unusual,  conflicting,  uncomfortable  visuaj  or  motion  cues?  No  conflicting.  Uncomfortable  motion 
and  visual  would  be  the  bobble  type  of  response  that  we  talked  about  Despite  all  that  no  discomfort 
or  nausea  other  than  I’m  just  plain  tired.  No  illness  so  that  answers  seven  and  eight  Obvious 
deficiendes  in  the  visual  scene.  I  didn’t  see  any  obvious  ones.  I  didn’t  see  any  ratcheting  or  any  of 
tlK)se  that  I’m  familiar  with. 

D.  PILOT  S 


Baseline  Confleuration  (Fixed  Base) 

[Runs  200-206:  Comments  lost] 

Run  210  (Hovert  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attained  with  a  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  guess  I’ll  have  to  say,  if  it  weren’t 
for  the  conditions  here  we’d  just  have  to  say  yes  there.  There’s  fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant 
deficiencies  requiring  minimal  pilot  compensation  for  desired  performance.  It’s  still  an  HQR  3  for 
the  hover.  What  I  perceived,  a  little  bit  of  workload  in  lateral  and  fore/aft  drift,  I  concentrated  out 
the  side  window.  Heading  got  off  a  couple  of  degrees  just  due  to  lack  of  cueing,  but  I  saw  no  major 
defidendes  in  the  handling  qualities.  Normal  rate  command  response. 

Run  211  ^Vertical  Translation).  Pilot’s  dedsion;  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is 
adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory 
witlraut  improvement?  This  time  it  was,  it  was  yes.  Fd  still  have  to  say  it’s  fair,  some  mildly 
unpleasant  defidendes.  Th^  are  very  minor.  Minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired 
performance.  I  had  oscillations  plus  or  minus  about  two  degrees  in  heading.  I  just  had  to  increase 
the  workload.  It’s  a  high  gain  task  since  it  was  in  all  four  axes,  but  no  major  problem  at  the  rates  I 
was  doing  the  task,  so  I  just  give  it  an  HQR  of  3.  If  that’s  aggressive  enough  it  wasn’t  that  big  of 
a  deal. 

Runs  212.  213.  and  214  fSlaloml.  Pilot  decision  here:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes. 
Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  it 
satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  The  answer  is  no.  In  order  to  keep  the  speed  up  and  maintain 
altitude,  especial^  the  way  the  model’s  working  in  yaw,  it  required  a  4-axis  maneuver,  and  in  doing 
so  I  could  onfy  concentrate  on  two  or  three  things  at  a  time.  I  think  the  airspeed  got  up  as  high  as 
3G  knots  there.  Altitude  was  about  plus  ten  so  1  think  that’s  out  of  desir^  Consequently,  it’s 
probably  a  moderately  objectionable  deficiency,  adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot 
compensation,  HQR  5.  Major  deficiency  is  I’m  getting  no  weatherccx:k  stability  or  the  airplane’s  not 
trying  to  turn  in  to  the  wind,  so  I’m  putting  a  little  extra  workload  in  the  pedals  in  the  turns.  In  order 
to  concentrate- on  maintaining -the  altitude  and  the  airspeed,  I  could  only  do  one  or  the  another. 
Consequently  I  let  the  airspeed  get  away  in  this  case  in  order  to  stay  above  35  knots,  it’s  just  tex) 
maiy  paranmters  to  try  to  maintain  at  once. 
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Configuration  E  (Fixed  Base) 


Run  215  ffloverV  Pilot’s  decisions:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without 
improvement?  The  answer  is  no.  We’ve  got  a  deficiency  here  that  warrants  improvement.  It’s 
probably  a  moderately  objectionable  deficiency.  Adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot 
compensation,  and  that  puts  me  at  an  HQR  5.  I  was  quite  involved  in  maintaining  the  position. 
There  was  quite  an  amount  of  activity  in  the  pitch  and  roll.  There  were  occasional  corrections  in 
yaw.  Consequently  it  was  three  axis  pretty  continuously,  and  I  let  the  altitude  get  away,  plus  or  minus 
3  feet,  and  was  constantly  in  the  axis.  Not  to  a  PIO  state,  but  constantly  in  the  axis  so  the  workload 
was  considerable,  and  that’s  the  main  reason  for  the  HQR. 

Run  216  (Vertical  TranslationV  Again,  workload  primarily  pitch  this  time.  Trying  to  come  up. 
I’m  getting  into  the  roll  Hve  degrees  in  yaw.  It’s  much  easier  as  I  get  up  to  altitude,  30  feet,  back 
down  to  20.  Pilot’s  decision:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attained  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement? 
I  have  to  say  no.  We  have  a  deficiency  that  warrants  improvement  Probabfy  a  minor  but  annoying 
deficient  that  showed  up  here.  Desir^  performance  required  moderate  pilot  compensation.  The 
workload  increased  as  I  descended,  primarily  in  pitch,  occasionally  in  roll,  resulting  in  out-of-control 
inputs.  Heave  axis  was  real  easy.  No  real  workload  there.  So,  it’s  HQR  4  primarify  due  to  workload 
as  I  got  down  to  the  10  foot  portion  of  the  task. 

Run  217  fSlalomV  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  That’s  marginal,  but  I  would  still  have  to  say  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory 
without  improvement?  I’d  say  no.  The  deficiency  warrants  improvement  I’d  say  it’s  a  very 
objectionable  deficiency.  Adequate  performance  required  extensive  pflot  compensation.  This  took 
place  primarily  on  it  when  I  started  to  initiate  the  turn.  It  got  into  a  deceleration  which  I  was  trying 
to  kec^  from  happening  because  this  happened  every  time.  It  seemed  like  I  was  always  playing  catch 
up.  ^  the  time  I  got  to  the  end  of  the  course,  I  was  caught  up  too  much,  and  I  think  my  airspeed 
was  up  close  to  50  knots.  Workload  was  extremely  high  in  each  turn  coordinating  in  all  four  axes. 
This  required  a  lot  of  collective  step  type  inputs  to  maintain  altitude.  It  took  a  lot  of  pedal  to  keep 
the  nose  pointed  through  the  course,  and  a  lot  of  forward  stick  in  order  to  keep  the  airspeed  up. 
There  seems  to  be  something  in  the  turns  that  I’m  losing  airspeed  if  I  don’t  keep  the  stick  forward, 
and  then  it  takes  a  step  input  to  keep  the  altitude  so  a  lot  of  extensive  pQot  compensation  for  an 
HQR  6. 

Configuration  A  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  218  ffloverV  Pilot’s  decision:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attained  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  lire  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  wiAout 
improvement?  The  answer  is  yes.  It’s  fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  Minimum  pflot 
compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  HQR  3.  A  little  workload  in  the  pitch,  occasionally 
in  the  roll  axis  to  maintain  position.  Just  a  tig^t  crosscheck.  Maintaining  altitude  plus  or  minus  a 
foot  wasn’t  a  problem.  Drift  was  probably  off  as  far  as  the  comer  of  the  window.  It  stayed  right 
within  the  area  it  should.  It  probably  drifted  plus  or  minus  5  feet  at  max,  maybe  even  less.  It’s  not 
that  big  a  deal,  HQR  3. 

Run  219  ^Vertical  Translation!.  Maybe  I’m  getting  used  to  these  things.  I’m  not  sure.  Pflot 
decision:  b  it  controllable?  Answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot 
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workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  Here  again  I  sr^r  yes  for  rate 
command.  There  was  some  pilot  compensation  so  it  has  to  be  at  least  minimum  pilot  compensation 
required  for  desired  performance.  Mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies  is  the  worst  thing  I  can  say.  It  does 
become  a  four-axis  maneuver,  but  heading  control  was  not  a  problem  plus  or  minus  a  couple  of 
degrees.  Primary  workload  again  at  the  lower  altitudes  was  maintaining  position,  primarily  in  the  roll 
axis,  that’s  where  the  workload  was.  A  little  bit  of  work  also  in  the  pitch  axis.  That  was  about  it 
I  give  this  an  HQR  3. 

Run  220  (SlalomV  Hrst  comment  is  the  performance  is  still  kind  of  hard  to  perceive  in  here. 
Altitude  I  know  b  within  tolerance,  and  I  think  the  lateral  deviation  was  within  tolerance.  Airspeed 
was  marginaL  That  may  have  eventually  got  slow,  and  I  didn’t  catch  it  I  perceived  it,  but  I  know 
that  I  got  a  little  bit  fut  With  that  in  mind.  I’ll  say  it  was  controllable.  Adequate  performance 
attained  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload.  Here’s  where  the  question  comes.  I  didn’t  catch  that  I  went 
below  speed,  but  I’m  assuming  what  I  saw.  I  may  have  been  a  little  slow,  but  I’m  going  to  say  that 
1  probal^  got  adequate  performance,  but  not  desired.  I  would  say,  is  it  satisfactory  without 
improvement?  Fd  probably  have  to  say  no.  There’s  a  deficiency  that  needs  improvement  It’s 
pr^bly  adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot  compensation,  primarily  in  airspeed 
control  because  I’m  just  not  getting  much  feedback  as  to  airspe^  control  I  sense  that  it  was 
dropping,  nosed  down  and  tried  to  accelerate  back  out,  and  then  again  overshot  At  this  particular 
spe^  trying  to  fly  this  course  it  takes  considerable  pilot  compensation  in  order  to  try  to  maintain  that 
desired  speed.  It  doesn’t  have  adequate  performance,  so  I’d  have  to  give  it  an  HQR  5.  Additionally, 
I  would  say  that  maybe  Fve  run  through  the  course  enough  now  that  the  heave  and  yaw  control 
coordination  seems  more  natural  this  time  than  it  has  in  the  past  I  don’t  know  if  that’s  training  or 
just  the  control  system.  I  didn’t  have  any  problem  that  I  perceived  in  the  heave  and  yaw  control 
Primarify  just  in  airspeed  control 

Configuration  L  (Fixed  Basel 

Run  221  (Hoverl  Pilot’s  decision:  b  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pflot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  it  satisfactory  without 
improvement?  Pure  rate  command,  I  stfll  have  to  say  yes.  Some  mildly  unpleasant 
primarily  in  the  longitudinal/lateral  axes.  Minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired 
performance,  an  HQR  3.  Again,  primarily  activity.  Small  infrequent  inputs  in  the  longitudinal  and 
lateral  axes  for  the  compensatioiL  That  was  it  It  just  seemed  sloppy. 

piif^  P7  and  223  (Vertical  Translation),  b  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  it  satisfactory  without 
improvement?  I’d  have  to  say  no.  It  appears  I’m  getting  desired  performance.  I’d  probably  have  to 
run  about  three  more  times  to  confirm  how  difficult  it  is,  but  I  would  say  desired  performance 
requites  moderate  pilot  compensation.  We’ve  got  a  minor  but  annoying  deficiency.  Primary  workload 
is  in  the  longitudinal  axis,  but  1  was  having  a  problem  in  trying  to  maintain  the  predsion  —  either 
acddentaUy  or  somehow  getting  into  the  yaw  axis,  and  yawed  it  off.  It  increased  my  workload  there, 
but  primarily  longitudinal  and  the  second  area  of  work  was  in  the  toll  axis.  Pilot  compensation 
increased  to  ihoderate  level  You  can  call  it  an  HQR  4. 

Runs  224  and  225  (Slatoml.  Pilot  dedsion:  b  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  adequate 
poformance  attained  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  it  satisfactory  without 
inqprovement?  I  still  have  to  s^  no  here.  We’ve  got  a  defidency  that  warrants  improvement  It’s 
a  minor  but  annoying  deficient.  Desired  performance,  I  think,  was  atuined.  Moderate  pilot 
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compensation  in  the  task  is  pretty  hard  to  find,  and  I’m  not  getting  any  longitudinal  feedback  so  it 
really  increases  the  workload  to  crosscheck  for  speed  The  aircraft  seems  just  a  little  sluggish  in  going 
through  the  course.  It  really  increases  the  cross  check  so  moderate  pilot  compensation  is  an  HQR  4. 

Conllgunition  H  (Fixed  Basel 

Run  226  fHoverV  Pilot’s  decision:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  still  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory 
without  improvement?  The  answer  is  no.  This  is  one  of  those  where  I  think  I’m  working  harder 
maintaining  the  desired  performance  so  if  you’ll  accept  my  one  exception  of  the  HQR  Scale  I’m  going 
to  have  to  give  an  HQR  4-1/1  Where  I’m  getting  desired  performance,  but  it’s  more  than  a  minor 
annoyance,  the  workload  is  slightly  elevated  fiom  a  moderate  pilot  compensation.  It’s  considerable 
pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance,  I’d  give  it  a  4-1/1  Workload  is  up,  but 
performance  was  there.  I  was  able  to  attain  the  performance,  but  the  workload  is  too  high.  There 
is  no  position  for  that  in  the  HQR  Scale.  So  I  make  it  an  HQR  4-1/1  Primary  workload  again  was 
in  pitch,  but  once  I  got  into  a  little  oscillation  there  in  pitch  and  roll,  and  then  crosscheck  became 
very  tedious  to  try  to  maintain  altitude. 

Run  227  (Vertical  Translation!.  Is  it  controUable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  a  tolerable  pflot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement? 
I  have  to  say  no.  I  guess  I  maintained  marginal  desired  performance  throughout  It’s  a  little  hard 
to  get  on  the  altitudes.  Almost  got  into  a  PIO.  Did  get  in  to  a  roll  PIO.  I  guess  I  would  have  to 
say  desired  performance  required  more  than  moderate  pilot  compensation.  Again,  I  think  a  4-1/2  is 
an  appropriate  HQR.  I  got  desired  performance,  but  the  workload  was  about  more  than  moderate, 
and  considerable  pilot  compensation.  Mainly,  I  think  I  was  working  this  time  in  the  roll  axis.  I  got 
into  the  PIO,  and  also  a  little  bit  of  the  heave  here  on  the  top.  I  guess  I’d  say  I’m  able  to 
compensate  in  order  to  do  the  task  to  desired  performance  so  to  me  it’s  Level  2  because  I  can  do 
the  task.  Maybe  that’s  the  way  I  should  state  it 

Run  228  f  Slaloml.  Is  it  controllable,  the  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  No.  We’ve  got  a  deficiency  that  requires  improvement  It’s  a  major 
deficiency.  Controllability  was  not  a  question,  it  was  a  question  of  workload  I  think  I  was  getting 
desired  performance  throughout,  however,  it  required  workload  above  a  maximum  tolerable.  I  give 
it  an  HQR  7,  primarily  due  to  the  low  predictability  in  the  roll  axis.  I  had  to  overcompensate  on  each 
one  of  the  rollins  and  rollouts,  and  also  on  setting  up  to  get  on  altitude  getting  into  the  slalom.  I  was 
having  a  problem  in  the  heave  axis.  Airspeed  and  altitude  seemed  to  be  okay  throughout  the  task. 
I  thifilr  those  wme  desired  performance,  but  I  didn’t  see  any  problems  in  those  two  axes. 

Low-Bandwidth  Rate  Rcspobsc-Ttpc  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  230  fHoverl.  Is  it  controDable?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  adequate  performance  attained  with 
a  tolerable  {Hlot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  guess  the 
answer  there  for  rate  command  b  a  yes.  It  had  a  fair,  mildfy  unpleasant  deficiency.  Got  desired 
performance  throughout  so  minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  perfomumce.  It  tcx>k 
an  occasional  1/2  inch  input  every  one  or  two  seconcb  in  both  pitch  and  roll  so  it  gives  it  an  HQR 
3.  There  were  a  little  bit  larger  inputs,  but  not  less  frequent  than  required  with  the  previous  baseline. 

Runs  231  and  232  fVertical  Translation^.  Pilot’s  decision:  b  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes. 
b  adec]uate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  it 
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satisfactoiy  without  unprovement?  Basicaify  yes.  Again  rate  command  so  there  is  some  workload 
associated  with  it,  but  it’s  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  A  little  extra  work  in  pitch  requiring 
jKobabty  1/4  inch  inputs  very  infrequently.  Minimum  pOot  compensation  required  for  desired 
performance,  HQR  3.  About  the  onfy  real  workload  was  in  the  pitch  axis,  and  that  was  occasional 
inputs,  pretty  smalL  Would  comment  that  it  feels  a  little  sloppy.  It  kind  of  wallows  a  little,  but  it 
stays  ri^t  on  the  spot  It  just  kind  of  wallows  around  it 

Runs  233  and  234  fPirouettel.  Pilot’s  decision:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is 
adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy 
without  improvement?  I  have  to  say  no.  The  defrcienty  warrants  improvement  Not  necessarily 
aircraft  characteristics  even  though  the  aircraft  is  slug^h,  and  that’s  a  little  objectionable,  but 
adequate  performance  required  considerable  pQot  compensation  it’s  an  HQR  5.  It’s  probabty  an 
iqiproptiate  rating  based  on  the  performance.  The  airoaft  is  sluggish  so  vidien  I  start  getting  off,  it 
takes  multiple  corrections  to  get  it  back  on.  It  seems  like  most  of  the  workload  is  in  roll  going  to  the 
ri^L  Most  of  the  woricload  is  in  pitch  coming  to  the  left  for  some  reason.  That’s  kind  of  odd,  so 
that  means  you  use  a  slightty  different  technique  in  both  directions.  Adequate  performance  was 
rqieatable  so  HQR  S.  It’s  odd  that  vdien  I  go  to  tlm  left,  I  feel  like  I’m  constantly  kind  of  putting 
longitudinal  pulses  into  the  stick.  When  I’m  going  right  I  don’t  sense  that  at  all  Attitude  indicator 
looks  like  it’s  levd,  and  I  haven’t  noticed  that  before  except  that’s  what  I  perceive  now.  That  may 
be  just  the  wity  your  hand  reaches  across  your  body  to  grab  the  stick.  What  I  think  it  is,  my  arm  has 
to  teach  across  nty  body  udien  I  go  to  the  left  so  I  sense  more  activity  in  pitch.  Fm  reaching  further 
because  the  stick  is  out  to  the  left. 

Runs  235  and  236  fSlaloml.  I  don’t  know  if  it’s  the  setup  that  makes  it  easier  or  v«4iat  That’s 
prohabty  the  easiest  slalom  I’ve  done.  I  think  that  was  desired  performance  throughout  Pilot’s 
deciskm:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  a^uate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable 
pilotwc^doad?  The  answer  is  yes.  It  was  fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  Minimum  pilot 
oonqxmsation  for  desired  performance,  HQR  3.  I  got  desired  performance  all  the  way,  probably 
mi^be  phis  or  minus  5  feet  on  altitude.  1  gained  a  little  bit  of  airspeed,  and  I  lost  right  back  down 
to  the  minimum  throughout  the  task.  Making  the  turns  was  easier.  Turn  coordinating  with  my  feet 
was  eaty,  so  HQR  3.  I  really  didn’t  find  any  major  problems. 

Runs  237  and  238  (Bobuo/Downl.  Pilot’s  decision:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
pedbcmance  attainaUe  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workkiad?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without 
hnprovcment?  Fd  have  to  s^  na  We’ve  got  a  deficient  that  warrants  an  improvement  It’s  a 
minor  but  annoying  deficiency  in  that  I  perceive  a  low  heave  damping  which  makes  predictability  in 
he^t  control  more  diCBcult  It  requires  me  to  pump  the  collective  a  couple  of  times  at  both  the  top 
and  the  botftmictf  the  bobup  and  bobdownmcmler  to  stabilize  on  the  altitude.  Desired  performance 
required  moderate  pOot  compensation,  HQR  4. 

Rum  239  and  240  (Pash/OuickstODl.  I  find  these  interesting,  b  it  controllable?  Ihe  answer 
byes,  b  adequate  pmftnmance  attainable  with  a  tcderable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  b  yes.  b 
b  satisfactoiy  without  unprovement?  The  answer  here  b  yes.  Again  h’s  fair  but  mildly  unpleasant 
defidenqr,  ^  b  seemed  like  you  get  a  little  zoom  cfonb  here  that  I  have  to  really  milk  through  on 
the  deception  to  gm  b  to  maintain  altitude  throughout  the  deceleration.  I  can’t  be  quite  as 
aggressive  as  I  would  like  to  be.  b’s  just  a  matter  keejnng  a  constant  crosscheck,  and  moving  the 
controb.  hfimmum  pilot  cwnpensation  required  for  desired  perfcMrmance,  an  HQR  3. 


E-39 


Tliifis  241-245  (Sidestep^  Pflot's  decision.  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attained  with  tolerable  pflot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without 
im[»ovenient?  I  have  to  say  no.  We  have  a  minor  but  annoying  deficiency,  primarily  in  roll.  Desired 
performance  required  moderate  pilot  compensation.  I  had  a  hard  time  judging  on  the  rollout,  and 
predicting  the  time  to  begin  the  rollout  to  roU  out  on  the  desired  position.  I  ended  up  when  I 
thought  I  was  going  to  enter  a  PIO,  but  I  only  got  one  oscillation.  It  wasn’t  really  driven  as  a  PIO 
so  I  was  having  a  little  roll  oscillation,  and  pr^ictabiliy  was  low.  Make  it  an  HQR  4. 

Baseline  Configuration 

Run  250  (Hoverl.  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  k  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  For  rate 
otmimand?  Yes.  It’s  fair,  some  mildty  unpleasut  deficiencies.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required 
(or  desired  performance.  I’d  say  probably  HQR  3.  The  mild  deficiencies  are  just  some  drifL.. 
actually,  it’s  maintaining  attitude,  it  causes  some  drift,  and  it  just  takes  occasional  small  corrections 
to  maintain  positk>n.  Altitude  was  not  a  factor.  Heading  was  not  really  a  factor.  Desired 
performance,  but  mainfy  XY  corrections.  That  was  HQR  3. 

VCRs:  I  will  mentally  try  to  transpose  my  mind  here,  and  I’m  not  thinking  cues.  I’m  thinking 
controllabiliy.  Attitude  controk  Controlling  attitude  with  the  cues  available,  I  would  say  probably 
a  2.  That  was  between  fair  and  good.  I  think  I  can  tell  v^ere  it  went,  and  I  could  control  it  very 
precisely,  especially  since  it  seems  like  it’s  a  rate  oommand/attitude  hold.  Horizontal  translational 
rates:  Those  were  a  little  more  difficult  That’s  where  I  had  most  of  my  compensation,  I  would  say 
those  were  a  3.  Vertical  translational  rate:  I  sense  no  correction  requirement  Cross  checking  the 
altimeter,  I  had  no  requirements  to  make  a  correction,  so  ability  to  affect  the  translational  rate  is  kind 
of  hard  to  rate.  I  rea%  can’t  rate  that.  I’m  talking  about  my  ability  to  ly  the  defim'tions.  When  you 
read  the  definition  it  would  say,  "can  make  aggressive  and  precise  corrections,"  where  there  are  no 
corrections  made.  "Can  make  limited  corrections"  when  there  were  no  corrections  made.  "Only  small 
and  gentle  corrections"  v^ien  there  were  no  correctioos  made.  It’s  kind  of  hard  to  rate  whra  you 
d(»i’t  have  a  response  to  correct  by  the  way  it’s  written.  I  think  that  [no  rating]  actually  makes  the 
iHggest  sense  benuse  that  axis  was  not  active  in  the  pasL 

Run  252  (Vfftical  Translation),  b  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  it  satisfactory  without  improvement? 
Fot  tins  control  system  the  answer  is  yes.  I’m  alw^  biased  there.  There  was  some  pQot 
compensation.  Minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  I’m  assuming  all 
those  parameters  were  met,  they  appeared  to  be  whidi  would  make  it  HQR  3.  The  minor  mildly 
unples^t  deficiencies  were  prhnvfly  in  depth  perception,  judging  and  maintaining  this  constant 
an^  as  you  go  up  and  down.  It’s  a  Ugh  gain  ta^  being  in  three  axes  of  controL  That’s  the  main 
requirement  here  so  that’s  HQR  3. 

VCRs:  Attitude  Omtrol:  I  would  sqr  here  that  limited  cwrections  were  confident,  and 
predskm  was  fur.  Fd  make  it  a  3  for  attitude  control  Horizontal  transbtional  rates:  That’s  where 
I  had  the  most  difificuly.  I  found  a  little  delay  in  my  perception  of  translation,  so  that’s  where  I 
would  $ay  between  fiur  and  poor.  FU  go  ahead  and  give  it  a  4  on  translational  rates.  Vertical 
trandatkmal  rate:  As  1  began  it  was  hard  to  perceive  those  rates,  and  what  land  of  control  inputs 
were  required.  I  {ricked  up  on  the  pirouette  drde.  It  made  that  a  little  easier,  so  I  started  making 
a  little  more  aggressive  correctioos,  and  there  at  the  end  I  actually  have  to 
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give  that  a  3.  Piedsion  was  onfy  fair,  but  the  corrections  I  could  make  with  a  little  more  confidence, 
so  I  give  that  a  3. 

Run  253  fPirouetteV  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  would 
piobabfy  say  no  here.  It’s  minor  but  annoying  deficiencies,  requires  some  moderate  pilot 
compensation,  which  ends  up  an  HQR  4.  Primary  compensation  is  judging  drift,  and  it  seems  like 
it’s  slow  in  picking  up  the  drift  It’s  a  four-axis  maneuver  for  the  most  part  The  depth  perception 
becomes  a  problem.  I’m  slow  on  picking  up  rates,  therefore  slow  with  corrections.  I  have  to  up  my 
gain  vdien  I  do  see  a  correction,  because  it’s  already  going  towards  the  limit  Moderate  pilot 
compensation  to  maintain  desired  performance  so  HQR  4. 

For  the  VCRs:  Control  of  attitude:  Make  corrections  with  confidence.  Precision  is  only  fair, 
primarily  because  the  delayed  perception  of  the  drift  I’d  have  to  give  a  fair,  probably  a  3  on  the 
attitude  control  Horizontal  translational  rates:  That’s  where  the  major  problem  was,  and  it’s  not  to 
the  point  where  only  small  and  gentle  corrections  were  possible.  Consistent  precision  is  not 
attainable.  Not  that  bad,  but  I’d  have  to  give  it  a  4  for  horizontal  translational  rate.  Vertical 
translational  rate:  I  did  not  go  outside  boundaries,  and  I  could  see  the  climb  and  descent  The 
crosscheck  was  quite  rapid.  I  was  picking  up  on  the  translational  rate  changes  and  making 
corrections.  Precision  was  fair.  I’ll  give  that  a  3  for  the  vertical 

Run  255  (Slalom t  Pilot’s  decision  here:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without 
improvement?  Pd  have  to  say  no.  There’s  a  moderately  objectionable  deficiency  here.  Adequate 
p^ormance  requires  considerable  pflot  compensation  sounds  more  appropriate.  HQR  S.  Major 
pilot  compensation  is  to  complete  the  task,  which  is  a  high  gain  task  between  the  poles,  and  mom'tor 
airspeed  with  the  cues  available.  Picking  up  a  loss  of  10  knots  airspeed  is  not  easy,  and  it’s  not  that 
perceivable.  Even  though  I  inched  it  up  to  almost  40  knots  to  begin  the  task,  after  the  second  turn 
I  kwked  down,  and  I  was  at  31  knots  without  any  feedback  whatsoever  that  I  lost  the  airspeed.  I’d 
say  that  I  got  adequate  performance  with  considerable  pflot  compensation  both  in  and  out  trying  to 
keep  track  of  the  speed.  That’s  a  5. 

The  VCRs:  The  control  of  the  attitude:  As  far  as  controlling  the  attitude  here,  I  believe  I’m 
getting  aggressive,  and  I’m  getting  better  than  fair.  The  precision,  in  setting  the  attitude  that  I’m  at 
least  trying  to  corrunand,  I  would  have  say  that  on  this  task  the  attitude  is  probably  better  than  fair. 
I  give  it  a  2.  Control  of  hcmzontal  translational  rate  is  not  as  gcxxl  and  I  have  some  difficulty  flying 
the  model  the  way  it’s  designed,  so  I’m  not  getting  the  precision  that  I  would  like.  Fd  say  the 
horizontal  translational  rates  are  probably  corrections  with  some  confidence,  precision  is  fair,  maybe 
a  3-1/Z,  but  slightfy  worse  than  that  3-1/2  for  horizontal  translational  rates.  Vertical  translational 
rate  was  not  too  big  a  problent  I  was  making  corrections.  Precision  was  kind  of  in  and  out,  so  I 
would  have  to  say  it’s  probabfy  a  3  on  the  vertical  translational  rates.  Precision  was  fair. 

General  comments  on  the  task:  While  trying  to  crosscheck  to  maintain  the  distance  from  the 
prfles,  and  mate  sure  that  I  didn’t  hit  them  and  I  didn’t  go  too  far  out,  I  would  then  crosscheck  back 
to  pick  up  the  airspeed  because  I  didn’t  have  an  adequate  cue  to  change  the  airspeed.  It  made  the 
ta^  much  more  difficult,  but  I  lost  the  airspeed  without  knowing  it,  so  I  was  constantly  trying  to  go 
in  and  out  of  the  cockpit  while  trying  to  maintain  a  high-gain  task.  At  these  speeds  I’m  not  sure  that 
[ainpeed  control  is]  ttet  important  It  gets  back  to  the  design  of  the  task.  If  I’m  trying  to  do  this 
Icind  of  course  [in  tte  real  world],  I  probably  wouldn’t  be  concerned  about  precise  airspeed  control 
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I'd  be  more  concerned  about  trying  to  get  through  the  course  in  as  fast  a  time  as  possible,  or  as 
precise  a  track  as  possible,  or  some  other  parameter.  I  don’t  believe  airspeed  control  would  be  a 
primary  consideration-  [In  flight]  you’d  have  to  glance  down  a  lot  for  airspeed;  it  might  be  a  little 
different,  but  you’re  going  to  have  the  same  kind  of  problem  at  these  speeds. 

Run  256  fBobup/Downl.  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement? 
I  guess  I  would  have  to  say,  yes.  It’s  fair.  Some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiency  that’s  very  small,  and 
the  unpleasantness  is  primarily  arresting  the  bob  down.  What  I  did  perceive  was  the  low  damping. 
I’m  not  sure  it’s  the  washout  of  the  motion  that  I’m  following,  or  if  there  is  low  damping  in  the  heave 
axis,  because  I  seem  to  ^le  the  controls  two  or  three  times  trying  to  maintain  the  same  altitude. 
This  is  primarily  only  seen  on  the  bobdown,  probably  due  to  the  high  sink  rate.  Some  minimal  pilot 
compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  Make  that  HQR  3.  I  think  1  got  desired 
performance  three  times  in  a  row,  in  11  seconds  or  less,  so  HQR  3  seems  appropriate. 

On  the  VCRs:  Attitude  control:  Very  few  corrections  here  required,  but  I  was  in  the  axis  with 
small  precise  corrections.  I  would  say  the  result  was  probably  between  fair  and  good.  I  would  have 
to  give  the  attitude  control  a  2  in  that  I  could  be  aggressive  and  precise.  The  precision  was  not  as 
good  as  it  could  have  been,  but  it  was  better  than  fair.  Horizontal  translational  rate:  There  is  some 
drift  perceived,  but  I  have  very  little  cues  for  it  I  have  a  problem  in  rating  it,  again,  the  same 
problem  as  before.  I  was  making  some  minor  corrections  on  what  I  was  perceiving  on  limited  cues, 
so  I  would  have  to  say  that  I  was  getting  corrections  with  some  confidence,  but  precision  was  a  little 
less  than  fair.  Maybe  a  3-1/2  would  be  appropriate  at  this  point  Vertical  translational  rate:  I  think 
I  was  being  quite  aggressive  with  it  Precise  corrections  with  confidence.  Precision  was  not  quite  as 
good  as  I  would  like  based  on  the  comment  I  made  earlier  about  the  perceived  low  damping.  I  was 
making  several  corrections  to  maintain  altitude.  I’d  have  to  give  that  a  3.  Make  it  fair,  because  I 
was  getting  fair  precision  even  though  I  was  getting  aggressive  inputs,  and  precision  is  not  quite  as 
accurate  as  it  ought  to  be. 

Runs  257  and  258  fDash/QuickstopV  I  used  about  17  degrees  nose  down  on  the  acceleration. 
Achieved  60  knots  just  prior  to  the  decel  point.  1  used  22  degrees  nose  up  on  the  decel  at  the 
highest  point,  and  maintained  altitude  within  the  tolerance,  and  heading  within  5  degrees.  So,  is  it 
controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload? 
The  answer  is  yes.  b  it  saUsfactoiy  without  improvement?  I  believe  we  got  all  the  desired 
performance  wi^out  that  much  pilot  workload.  It’s  a  very  high  gain  task  in  using  all  axes  so  I’d  say 
that  minimum  pilot  compensation  is  required  for  desired  performance.  It’s  fair,  mildly  unpleasant 
deficient^.  Mainly  the  workload  is  continually  monitoring  the  trends  because  there  b  a  tendency  to 
balloon  on  the  deceleration.  The  rate  of  pitchup  has  to  be  monitored,  not  only  through  the  climb, 
but  the  zoom  effecb  also  to  end  up  at  the  designated  deceleration  point  or  stopping  point  It’s  just 
fninimum  pilot  compensation  due  to  the  fact  it’s  a  multi-axis  task.  Okay,  HQR  3. 

On  the  VCRs:  Control  of  attitude,  precise  corrections  with  confidence?  Yes.  Precision  is  a 
little  better  than  fair,  but  not  that  good  so  I  would  say  n^  attitude  control  is  not  exactly  the  best  in 
the  world.  Fd  have  to  give  it -a  3.  Predsion  was  fair,  it’s  beginning  to  get  consistent  with  workload 
increase.  Horizontal  translational  rates?  That  seems  to  be  pretQr  consistent,  ending  up  at  the 
deceleration  point,  at  the  stop  point  so  I  would  have  to  say,  again,  corrections  with  confidence. 
Predsion?  Predsion  is  fair.  It  ended  up  being  too  high  rates  at  the  end  so  it  may  have  been  tied 
up  to  the  attitude,  but  I’d  have  to  again  say  it’s  a  3.  For  vertical  translational  rates,  I  think  there’s 
a  little  bit  more  difficulty  in  controlling  that  It  has  to  do  with  the  cues.  I  would  have  to  say, 


corrections  with  confidence,  yes,  but  precision  is  worse  than  fair.  I’d  have  to  give  it  a  4  on  the 
vertical  translation  rates  on  this  task. 

Runs  259  and  260  fSidestenV  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement 
I  have  to  say  no.  We  have  minor  but  armoying  deficiencies,  and  desired  performance  required 
moderate  pilot  compensation  is  an  appropriate  comment,  HQR  4.  Primary  compensation  is,  I  hate 
to  use  the  word,  but  due  to  the  restricted  field  of  view.  It’s  very  hard  to  pick  up  the  fore  and  aft  drift 
because  I  can’t  look  straight  out  to  see  my  flight  path  line.  Once  it’s  perceived  it’s  hard  to  determine 
whether  to  put  a  lateral,  a  longitudinal,  or  a  yaw  input  in  to  correct  it  On  the  arrestment  on  each 
end  it’s  a  high  rate  arrestment  I  almost  got  into  a  heave  PIO,  and  I  end  up  in  three  or  four  lateral 
PIO’s,  oscillations  I  should  say.  It  looks  like  a  PIO  to  me  off  each  end,  and  so  it’s  primarily  in  roll, 
and  in  heave,  even  though  I’m  meeting  desired  performance  all  the  way.  Because  of  the  multi-axis 
corrections,  and  I  can’t  tell  if  it’s  biomechanical  feeding  in  to  the  roll  or  if  it’s  a  visual  illusion  that’s 
requiring  the  additional  inputs.  It’s  hard  to  say  here,  but  Fd  st^  it’s  an  HQR  4. 

Going  in  to  the  VCR:  Control  of  attitude?  Oki^.  Here  are  the  same  comments  I  just  made 
for  corrections.  I’m  having  a  harder  time  picking  up  on  the  longitudinal  drift  because  of  the  limited 
field  of  view.  My  corrections,  the  question  whether  I  can  make  it  with  confidence  is  extremely 
questionable.  Attitude  control,  I  know  where  the  attitude  is,  so  I  can  make  those  corrections  quite 
good.  I’d  have  to  say  that  precision  is  fair.  It’s  a  3  on  attitude  control  Horizontal  translational  rates 
is  where  the  biggest  problem  is,  and  there  the  corrections  can’t  be  made  with  confidence,  and 
precision  is  not  as  good  as  fair,  so  I  give  it  a  4  in  horizontal  translational  rates.  Vertical  translational 
rate?  Control  of  vertical  is  also  a  problem  on  the  arrestment  as  I  described  earlier.  Precision  is  less 
than  fair,  but  it  is  attainable.  I  met  desired  performance  so  I  have  to  give  you  a  4  in  the  vertical 
translational  rate. 

Baseline  Configuration  (Modified  Motion  System) 

Runs  261  and  262  (Hoverl.  b  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without  improvement? 
I’m  going  to  have  to  say  the  answer  is  no.  The  aircraft  characteristics  are  minor  but  annoying,  and 
did  require  moderate  compensation  for  desired  performance.  I  believe  I  was  getting  desired 
performance,  but  the  aircraft  seemed  like  it  was  wallowing.  Not  much  proprioceptive  feedback  so 
I’m  picking  up  the  drift  primarily  visually,  so  it  made  it  much  more  difficult  to  hold  position.  I  did 
lose  the  cone  both  times  when  I  was  doing  it  I  lost  the  cone  right  out  of  the  comer  just  briefly.  So 
I  still  show  probably  desired  performance,  but  a  lot  harder  workload,  HQR  4. 

N 

VCRs  for  these:  Control  of  attitude?  Control  of  attitude  was  about  the  same  as  before,  so 
corrections  I  think  were  made  with  confidence,  but  in  ptedsion  control  the  attitude  was  fair,  probably 
a  3.  Horizontal  translational  rate?  That’s  where  I  seem  to  have  more  difficulty  perceiving  it, 
correcting  it,  so  corrections  were  a  little  less  than  confident  Precision  was  a  little  less  than  fair,  but 
precision  not  attainable  is  not  appropriate  so  I  guess  it  would  be  A-\I2  for  horizontal  translational  rate 
because  it  was  pretty  poor,  constantfy  in  the  axis.  Vertical  translational  rate?  Crosscheck  revealed 
no  corrections  necessary,  and  I  don’t  believe  I  made  any  collective  inputs,  so  I  have  to  say  not  rated. 

Run  263  (Vertical  Translationl  It  was  controllable.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  a 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  We  got  desired  performance,  and  the  answer  is  yes.  Satisfactory  without 
improvement?  I  guess  I’d  probably  have  to  say  no  here.  We’ve  got  a  minor  but  annoying  deficiency. 
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and  primarily  I’m  feeling  something  in  heave.  I  just  slide  up  and  down  this  little  path  here  for  the 
landing  task.  I’m  occasionally  getting  what  looks  like  a  floating  feeling  in  the  wrong  direction.  It’s 
veiy  annoying,  and  I  think  that  I  would  have  to  base  it  on  aircraft  characteristics.  Not  workload, 
necessarily,  because  I  was  getting  desired  performance.  I  call  that  an  HQR  4  due  to  the  annoying 
deficiency.  I  feel  like  I’m  going  down,  and  occasionally  I  feel  like  I’ve  kind  of  blossomed  over,  or 
w^en  I  go  up,  I  feel  like  I’m  of  out  of  sync  somewhere  in  that  translation.  It  just  doesn’t  feel  exactly 
right 


Now  with  the  VCRs.  Attitude-wise,  I  make  aggressive  and  precise  corrections  with  confidence, 
and  precision  is  good.  Attitude  control  is  about  the  appropriate  comment  There’s  not  much 
corrections  here.  There  shouldn’t  be  any  requirement  for  correction,  but  I  had  to  make  a  few.  I’ll 
(mibably  give  it  a  2  there  on  attitude.  *rhere’s  actual^  much  that  I’m  doing  in  those  axes,  so  what 
Tm  doing  seems  to  be  pretty  good.  For  horizontal  translational  rate?  Due  to  the  other  tendencies, 
my  focus  is  drawn  away  from  that  due  to  the  vertical  problems.  Yes,  I  believe  I  was  making  limited 
corrections  with  confidence.  Precision  was  probabfy  a  3  in  translational  in  this  task.  When  it  comes 
to  vertical  translational  rate,  I  was  having  more  difficulty,  and  I  felt  that  I  was  only  making  small  and 
gentle  corrections.  I’m  still  getting  some  precision  so  it’s  better  than  a  5  but  not  as  good  as  a  fair. 
I’d  have  to  say  probably  a  4. 


Conflguratlon  A  (Low-Bandwidth  Rate) 

Run  265  ffloverV  I’ll  start  off  with  a  brief  description.  The  aircraft  was  just  wallowing  around. 
I  was  having  a  lot  of  problems  in  pitch  and  in  roll,  wallowing  around,  and  I  had  a  hard  time 
controlling  it  with  any  precision.  Maintained  basic  precision  pretty  well  e»xpt  twice  the  cone  did  slip 
right  out  of  the  comer  of  the  window  and  went  immediately  back  in.  I’d  say  probably  just  getting 
adequate  performance  there  from  trying  to  keep  it  in,  but  considerable  workload  in  order  to  do  that 
Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Adequate  performance  attained  with  tolerable  pilot  workload? 
The  answer  is  yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  have  to  say  no.  Considerable  pilot 
compensation  would  be  an  appropriate  term  here.  We’ve  got  a  moderately  objectionable  deficiency? 
It  wallows  around,  and  I  had  a  ha^  time  finding  any  precision  control  It’s  probably  marginal  desir^ 
to  adequate  performance,  HQR  5. 

Run  266  (Vertical  Translation^.  The  initial  thing  is  I  had  the  same  problem  stabilizing  in  the 
hover  before,  and  that  was  all  consistent  As  I  got  closer  going  to  the  10  feet  the  cues  got  stronger. 
I  ended  up  aimost  getting  into  a  PIO  in  both  pitch  and  roll  As  I  moved  away  from  it  in  a  higher 
altitude  it  seemed  to  smooth  out  and  back  to  hover  was  fairly  like  at  the  beginning,  requiring  small, 
infrequent  inputs.  Was  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Was  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  I  have 
to  say  no.  I  think  we  maintained  desired  performance  throughout  but  required  moderate 
compensation  probably  an  appropriate  level  Daired  performance  with  moderate  compensation  so 
w6>*d  have  to  call  here  a  minor  but  an  annoying  deficient,  as  long  as  I  didn’t  have  to  try  to  stabilize 
too  long.  An  HQR  4.  It  seemed  like  the  longer  I  tried  to  stabilize  the  higher  the  workload  would 
get  It  began  to  go  up. 

Runs  267  and  268  fSlalomV  The  first  thing  I  noticed  with  any  corrections  on  the  run-in,  I  start 
getting  into  a  pitch  oscillation  which  appeared  to  be  out  of  phase  even  at  low  frequency,  which  was 
where  I  was  operating.  As  soon  as  I  got  into  the  maneuvers,  even  though  I  was  maintaining  airspeed 
fairly  good,  you  Still  feel  a  negative  sense  in  the  vertical  axis,  which  was  a  distraction  throughout  the 
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task.  I  found  it  veiy  objectionable  to  the  task.  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
perfomumce  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes  as  far  as  the  performance 
goes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’d  have  to  s^  no.  Not  necessarily  based  on  workload, 
but  aircraft  characteristics  are  very  objectionable.  The  oscillations  here  gave  me  negative  sense,  and 
I  kept  cross  checking.  The  airsp^  was  fine,  but  I  was  getting  cues  that  the  heave  was  going  the 
wrong  way.  Altitude  looked  alri^t  so  I  call  it  a  very  objectionable  aircraft  characteristic  which  makes 
it  an  HQR  6  even  though  I  probably  had  desired  performance  throughout  the  task.  I  consider  the 
aircraft  characteristics  predominant  so  it’d  be  an  HQR  6. 

Run  269  fBobup/DownY  This  confirms  the  last  statement  I  made  on  the  slalom  course,  vdiat 
I  perceived  was  probabfy  in  pitch  because  heave  seemed  so  well  behaved.  Veiy  strong  initial  cues, 
seemed  in  phase  for  the  bobup  and  bobdown.  I’m  still  getting  a  slight  bobble  at  the  top,  and  maybe 
more  than  sli^t  bobble  at  the  bottom.  That’s  going  even  more  aggressive  than  required  It  appears 
to  be  still  a  little  bit  low  damping,  but  that  is  all  I  can  say,  but  we  got  desired  performance,  I  believe, 
throughout  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  For  the  lim‘ts  of  this  task,  is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement? 
I’d  probabfy  say  yes.  I  don’t  think  we  overshot  and  I  don’t  think  we  did  exceed  the  12  seconds  so 
I  ma^  desired  performance  throughout  The  workload  wasn’t  that  high  even  though  it’s  a  high  gain 
task.  Minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  Some  mildly  unpleasant 
d^den^  mainly  in  lack  of  cues  fore  and  aft  drift  and  the  perceived  low  heave  damping.  Make  that 
HQR  3. 

Run  270  fDash/OuickstopV  On  the  dash/quickstop,  in  moving  up  to  stabilize  the  hover,  it’s  the 
same  thing  as  before.  On  the  pitch  down  it  seems  like  it’s  less  precise  in  setting  the  attitude  I  wanted 
for  the  acceleration.  I  overshot  it  just  a  little.  A  little  bobble.  Also  about  half  way  through  the 
acceleration,  it  seemed  like  I  gpt  in  to  a  slight  roll  oscillation,  but  it  was  veiy  minor.  On  the  decel, 
I  tried  to  drop  the  power  and  start  the  deceleration.  The  pitch  rate  I  had  a  little  trouble  containing 
the  altitude  to  stsy  within  desired  performance,  and  then  it  wasn’t  slowing  down  very  fast  I  ended 
up  increasing  the  pitch  attitude  fairly  high  for  the  final  deceleration  to  hit  the  desired  stop  point,  and 
the  pitchover  at  the  end.  In  order  to  come  to  stable  hover,  it  felt  very  uncomfortable.  As  far  as  the 
performaiKe,  it  felt  like  it  stayed  within  desired  performance.  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes. 
b  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pQot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it 
satisfa^ory  without  improvement?  Probably  no  here.  A  little  bit  low  predictability  in  the  pitch,  and 
then  the  sensation  was  a  little  odd  —  it’s  Uie  only  word  I  can  use  —  on  the  pitchover  at  the  end. 
It’s  minor  but  annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  performance,  I  believe,  was  met,  but  required  moderate 
.  pilot  oompmisation.  An  HQR  4. 

\ 

Pilot  comment  card:  b  your  flying  technique  modified  because  you  are  flying  a  simulator? 
Trying  not  ta  That’s  about  aU  I  guess  I  can  siy.  Pm  trying  to  fly  in  a  precision  as  you  would  in  the 
aircraft,  however,  on  the  task  that  we  did  here  I  didn’t  have  the  field  of  view  limitations.  Kind  of  the 
ones  ycni  restrict^  me  to  so  that  really  isn’t  a  factor  except  in  the  overhead,  on  the  bobup  I  have  to 
anticQMite  the  stop  point,  but  that’s  i^ut  the  only  thing  that’s  changed.  Comment  on  response? 
’Thb  particular  one  was  probably  a  little  sluggish.  It  felt  Iflm  it  was  commg  fiom  low  sensitivity  or  low 
^ui^nng.  Maybe  a  oombiiutfon  of  both.  I’m  not  sure,  but  when  I  move  the  controk  it  seemed  like 
it  to^  a  dightly  larger  input,  and  the  osdilations  were  kind  of  wallowing  around.  It  was  low  on 
|»edictability  or  very  low  on  crispness,  and  unusual  characteristics.  There  was  some  land  of  pitch 
bobUe  that  I  couldn’t  exactty  pinpoint  on  a  couple  of  the  maneuvers,  specifically  in  the  precision 
hover,  the  landing  task,  and  thra  it  felt  odd  again  at  the  final  end  of  the  deceleration.  How  did  the 
motion  cues  affect  your  control  of  the  aircraft?  I  had  an  odd  sensation  of  this  pitch  oscQbtion  in  the 


hover.  I  ended  up  trying  to  make  smaller  inputs,  but  ended  up  just  kind  of  wallowing  around,  and 
I  think  part  of  that  was  due  to  the  motion  cues,  Tm  not  sure.  The  motion  cues  for  the  most  part  did 
help  me,  except  I  wouldn’t  necessarify  say  they  were  realistic  especially  over  on  the  pitch  over  the 
deceleration.  For  the  most  part,  I  guess  they  helped.  That’s  really  what  we’re  trying  to  get  out  of 
this  one.  Okay,  compare  this  motion  system  with  the  other  systems  flown  in  this  experiment?  This 
is  probably  worse  than  the  others  I’ve  flown,  I  believe.  The  one  I  was  flying  before  this  one  had 
some  characteristics  I  didn’t  like,  but  they  weren’t  as  bad  as  this.  Again,  there’s  some  things.  I’m  not 
sure  v^ether  this  motion  system  or  control  system  is  a  little  worse.  The  motion  and  visual  cues  seem 
consistenL  Th^  pretty  much  seem  consistent  here,  I  guess,  unlike  the  one  I  flew  just  the  last 
period.  If  there  were  any  unusual,  conflicting,  uncomfortable  visual  or  motion  cues  please  describe 
them  and  note  which  axis  they  occurred  in?  I  think  I  described  the  slightly  imcomfortable  one,  like 
a  little  oscillation  in  roll  and  pitch.  The  only  conflicting  motion  cue  I  seemed  to  get  was  right  at  the 
end  of  the  deceleratiotL  I  did  the  pitchover,  and  it  feh  odd.  I’m  not  sure  exactly  wliat  it  was.  It 
could  have  been  just  the  pitch  rate  I  was  using.  Was  there  any  feeling  of  discomfort,  nausea, 
disorientation  or  illness?  The  answer  is  no.  Please  discuss  any  obvious  defidencies  in  the  visual 
scene?  Primarify  it’s  field  of  view,  so  that  we  can’t  see  the  ends  of  the  bobup,  and  picking  up  rates. 
That’s  a  slight  problem. 

CoBflgM  ration  A 

Run  271  fHoverV  I  was  able  to  keep  the  cone  in  the  lower  hal^  but  it  was  wandering  back  and 
forth.  Primarily,  it  kind  of  felt  like  a  drift  left  and  right  Every  time  I  made  a  correction  then  Fd  end 
up  in  the  pitch  axis  to  keep  it  from  sliding  aft  on  me,  so  I  was  working  two-axis  primarify.  Heading 
was  good.  Altitude  control  was  good.  The  onfy  axes  were  longitudinal  and  lateral  Quite  a  few 
inputs,  but  maintained  altitude,  and  beading  was  with  in  desired  performance.  Entering  the  table: 
Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Satisfactory  wittout  improvement?  I’d  say  no.  For  a  hover  there 
were  too  matiy  corrections  required,  and  some  aimoying  residual  motion  felt  Not  really  amplified, 
but  just  diere  every  time  I  made  an  input  so  it’s  a  minor  but  armoying  deCcienc^.  Desired 
performance  requir^  moderate  pflot  compensation,  and  I  think  that’s  appropriate  inputs  both 
longitudinal  and  lateral  HQR  4. 

Run  272  (Vertical  Translation^.  The  first  thing  Fll  make  a  comment  on  is  that  the  aircraft  is 
still  wallowing  around.  There’s  some  residual  motion.  It’s  like  there’s  too  much  motion  for  the  small 
ocHiections  Fm  seeing  udien  1  went  from  20  down  to  10  feet.  Because  of  the  motion,  I  ended  up 
making  a  couple  of  little  stops.  I  arrested  the  descent  a  couple  of  times  because  it  felt  h*ke  I  was 
sinking  faster  than  the  visual  was  showing  me  so  I  end  up  kind  of  stairstepping  it  down.  The  same 
kind  of  thing  going  up.  I  had  a  little  trouble  stabilizing  at  30  feet  because  it  felt  like  there  was  a 
residual  motion  even  after  I  stopped  inputs,  and  then  back  to  20  feet  with  the  same  kind  of  thing. 
Almost  like  Fm  riding  a  little  wave  and  it’s  a  little  discomforting.  Entering  the  table.  Is  it 
controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  b  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pQot  workload? 
The  answer  is  still  yes.  It’s  uncomfortable,  but  it’s  tolerable,  b  it  satisfactoiy  without  improvement? 
I  guess  Fd  have  to  say  im.  We’ve  got  a  minor,  but  an  annoying  deficiency.  Again  it’s  the  same  kind 
sensatkms  I  just  described.  I’m  getting  desired  performance,  but  it’s  taking  moderate  pilot 
coiiq)ensatk>n  to  overcome  a  tendency  to  want  to  arrest  my  rates.  I  perceive  the  motion  as  being  a 
h^her  rate  than  the  residual  HQR  4. 


Run  273  fSlaloml  Im'tially,  on  the  run-in,  it’s  still  like  the  aircraft  is  just  land  of  wallowing  a 
Hnle,  like  Fm  on  a  wave.  I  think  we  kept  the  airspeed  up.  Altitude  was  within  plus  or  minus  about 


S  feet  throughout  the  task.  The  motion,  again,  seemed  to  be  high.  I  hit  the  software  limit,  which 
is  just  devastating  v^en  you  hit  it  It’s  very  imcomfortable  there.  The  kind  of  situation  you  wouldn’t 
want  to  fly  with  at  all,  so  here,  I  would  enter  the  table  saying:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  I’d  say  no.  That  motion  is  intolerable,  hitting 
the  software  limits.  It’s  a  major  deCcienc^.  ControUability  not  in  question,  so  adequate  performance 
not  attainable  with  maximum  tolerable  pilot  compensation.  It  sounds  like  a  misnomer,  and  we’re 
gettii^  desired  performance,  but  it’s  just  not  tolerable.  The  motion  system  here  is  not  tolerable  so 
actually  it’s  the  aircraft  characteristic,  I  guess,  that  makes  it  a  major  deCcienc^.  HQR  7. 

Run  274  fBobun/Pownl.  When  I’m  trying  to  stabilize  in  the  hover,  it’s  wobbling  just  a  little, 
but  it’s  not  distracting  for  this  task.  Just  some  minor  corrections  required  to  make  it  well  within  the 
time  constraints,  and  the  vertical  height  overshoots  well  into  desired  performance.  So,  running  the 
table:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  For  this  given  task  I  think  I  have 
to  answer  yes.  I  got  a  fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies  in  that  it  takes  small  corrections  in 
the  off-axis  for  stabilization,  but  minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance. 
HQR  3. 

Run  275  (SidesteoV  Til  initially  start  off  again  with  the  comment  that  the  aircraft  kind  of 
wallows.  A  major  lacking  of  precision  in  just  trying  to  maintain  a  stabilized  hover  in  the  sidestep  both 
right  attd  left  When  I  start  the  input,  I  feel  real  subtle  motion.  On  the  arrestment,  it  seems  like  it’s 
exaggerated,  as  if  the  input  was  delayed.  This  leads  immediately  into  a  PIO,  while  I  hear  the  motion 
system  really  singing  under  me.  PIO  led  probabfy  to  six  to  eight  oscillations  at  least,  and  occasionally 
it  even  fed  in  to  pitch.  This  caused  great  difficulty  jiKt  trying  to  stabilize  inputs  or  initiating  the 
lateral  to  the  left  It  seemed  like  I  drifted  aft.  too,  and  I  don’t  know  why  the  phenomenon  occurred, 
but  once  it  got  corrected  during  the  translation  it  was  pretty  comfortable.  It  was  just  the  arrestment 
that  was  the  major  problem.  Okay,  entering  the  table.  Is  it  controllable?  Answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  no.  It’s  a  major  deficiency 
vidiich  led  to  a  severe  PIO.  Primarfly  lateral,  but  occasionally  also  in  to  pitch  so  Aat’s  a  major 
defkaentty.  Controllability  was  not  a  question.  That  would  make  it  an  HQR  7.  That’s  just  an 
intolerable  PIO. 

[Comment  card:]  Is  your  flying  technique  modified  because  you’re  flying  a  simulator?  For  the 
most  part,  no.  However,  on  this  last  task  working  the  sidestep,  again.  I’ve  got  a  restricted  field  of 
view.  At  the  top  of  the  bobup  I  had  a  restricted  field  of  view  also  which  does  change  characteristics 
seme,  but  otlmr  than  that  no.  Comment  on  the  aircraft  response,  is  it  crisp,  sluggish,  any  unusual 
charai^ristics?  It  didn’t  feel  that  crisp.  Sluggish  wasn’t  really  slow  like  I  would  describe  sluggish. 
It  was  more  of  a  wallow,  and  it  was  very  imprecise.  How  did  the  motion  cues  affect  yotir  control  of 
the  aircraft?  It  was  of  value  for  the  initial  inputs  to  start  a  motion,  but  then  it  seemed  to  be 
contributing  to  the  PIO,  espedally  on  the  lateral  side  step.  Whatever  motion  effects  were  there  it 
seemed  to  exaggerate  the  problei^  and  that  had  been  the  same  thing  I  was  feeling  in  the  precision 
hover.  It  felt  like  it  was  exaggerating  the  problem  even  though  I  perceived  it  to  be  in  vertical  or 
pitch..  It  nuty  have  actually  been  in  the  toll  vdiich  is  vdiere  the  biggest  problem  showed  up  on  the 
sidestep.  Compare  this  motion  system  with  the  other  systems  flown  in  this  experiment?  This  is 
piobaUy  getting  close  to  the  worst  one  I've  flown.  It’s  especially  showing  up  in  the  lateral  Some 
of  the  othcHS  were  much  more  precise,  crisp  and  predictable.  This  one  was  lacking  in  most  of  those 
diarwteristics.  DU  the  motion  and  visual  cues  seem  consistent?  There  were  times  when  they  did 
IKM.  It  seemed  like,  especially  in  the  landing  task,  that  our  sense  of  motion  was  perceived  as  teing 
vertical  motkm,  and  not  seeing  anything  in  the  visual  except  maybe  a  slight  roll  oscillation.  It  did  not 
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appear  to  be  consistent  I  end  up  stairstepping  down  on  that  landing  task  because  of  that 
inconsistency.  If  there  were  any  unusual,  conflicting  or  uncomfortable  visual  or  motion  cues  please 
describe  them,  and  note  which  axis  they  occurred  in.  It  felt  like  there  was  just  a  wallow  or  slight 
oscillation  in  that  heave  and/or  pitch  on  the  initial  task.  At  the  end  of  the  sidestep,  it  appeared  that 
the  actual  motion  cue  was  lagging  behind  or  was  exaggerated,  maybe  like  the  gains  were  too  high. 
The  motion  and  all  cues  associated  with  that  led  to  the  PIO.  It  was  a  conflict  with  the  visual,  the 
aural,  and  the  motion  cues  at  that  point  which  all  contributed  to  the  PIO.  Was  there  any  feeling  of 
discomfort,  nausea,  disorientation  or  illness  during  the  task?  There  was  a  little  discomfort  when  I  was 
getting  what  I  perceived  as  motion  cues  in  the  landing  task  that  didn’t  agree  with  the  visual,  but  it 
wasn’t  veiy  strong.  On  the  arrestment  of  the  sidestep,  even  though  they  were  quite  aggressive,  it 
caused  the  discontinuities  to  seem  larger.  It  was  beginning  to  get  a  little  uncomfortable  on  those 
sidestep  arrestments.  That’s  the  only  place  it  realty  occurred,  and  not  to  the  point  that  I  felt 
nauseous  or  anything.  It  was  just  kind  of  a  knot  in  your  stomach.  Please  discuss  any  obvious 
deficiencies  in  the  visual  scene.  Deficiencies  are  obviously  here  with  a  lack  of  lateral  field  of  view 
which  I  have  already  talked  about,  and  a  h’mited  field  of  view  verticalty.  It  showed  up  in  the  bobup, 
and  that  part  plus  a  little  lack  of  texture  to  show  subtle  changes  even  though  we  got  most  of  that 
artificially  amplified  with  the  objects  in  the  scene. 

Baseline  Configuratton  fModIfled  Motion  System) 

Run  276  fHoverV  Initially  I’ll  make  the  comment  that  I  still  had  a  little  bit  of  trouble  stabilizing 
the  hover.  I  had  a  little  bit  of  wandering,  it  appears  to  be  lateral,  and  also  requiring  a  little  bit  of 
pitch  to  maintain  precision  position  there.  The  cone  slipped  out  of  a  comer  there  for  a  second  or 
two.  I’d  say  I’m  probabty  making  inputs  about  one  input  per  second  or  so,  and  it’s  alternating  back 
and  forth  between  lateral  and  longitudinal  to  maintain  desired  performance.  So,  is  it  controllable? 
The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer 
is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  It’s  a  marginalty  acceptable  there.  It’s  fair  with  mildty 
unpleasant  deficiency.  It’s  mainly  that  it’s  wandering  a  little  requiring  small  corrections,  and  I  think 
minimum  pilot  compensation  requited  for  desired  performance  so  HQR  3  for  that  particular  task. 

Runs  277  and  278  ^Vertical  Translation!.  Stabilizing  the  hover,  it  stiD  wandered  around,  just 
a  little,  as  I  initiated  the  landing  task.  There  appean  to  be  some  kind  of  uncoimnanded  vertical 
motion  that  I  end  up  arresting  my  descent  a  little  early,  and  then  wallowing  in  to  a  10  foot  height 
On  the  way  up,  it  felt  like  I  was  going  across  a  couple  of  little  waves  in  the  motion.  Up  to  30  feet 
just  a  little  pit  pot  stabilizing  there.  Several  pumps  on  the  collective,  and  then  back  down  to  10  feet 
There  »  some  extreme  motion  that  doesn’t  feel  13m  commanded  or  some  late  foUowup  or  something. 
Filtering  the  chart  here:  Is  it  controllable?  Tire  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pflot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  Isay,  no. 
I  think  we  had  desired  performance  aU  the  wi^  around,  but  it’s  minor  but  aniK)ying  deficiencies, 
mainty  in  the  motion  response,  and  it’s  desired  performance  requires  moderate  pitot  compensation, 
HQR  4. 

Run  279  fPirouettel.  During  the  practice  I  don’t  think  that  I  was  able  to  do  this  a  single  time 
without  bitting  the  [motion]  limiL  I  dirto’t  perceive  a  limit  even  though  I  felt  a  couple  of  bumps  in 
here.  What  I  was  doing,  in  order  to  compensate,  to  avoid  the  limits,  was  starting  my  deceleration 
earty  with  small  inputs.  I  was  not  making  a  sharp  arrestment,  and  was  taking  an  extra  second  or  so 
on  the  deceleration.  In  that  wty  I  avoided  the  i^ts,  but  I  stfll  felt  like  I  was  always  going  across  a 
washboard  so  something  was  just  kind  of  opening  that  That  one  may  have  been  like  the  plus  or 
minus  vertical  bump.  It  was  very  mOd,  just  noticeable.  What  I  end^  up  doing  was  just  kind  of 
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backing  out  of  the  loop  to  avoid  the  limits.  V^th  that  in  mind,  and  the  chart:  Is  it  controllable?  The 
answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerabte  pflot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes. 
Is  it  satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  I  have  to  say  no.  Due  to  the  deGciency  it  ivarrants 
improvement,  I  guess  I  basically  say  that  it  is  a  minor  but  annoying  deficiency  at  this  point  By- 
slowing  down  and  just  kind  of  bacldng  out  of  the  loops  a  little,  I  got  desired  performance,  and  it 
required  just  moderate  pilot  compensation  mainly  to  make  just  the  small  inputs.  If  I  made  the  larger 
inputs,  a^  tried  to  arrest  it  rapidly,  then  I  had  a  problem.  It’s  an  HQR  4  doing  it  that  way. 

Run  280  fSlaloml.  Basically,  as  Fm  entering  the  slalom,  and  as  I  tiy  to  change  the  speed  of 
entering  the  Start  gate  here,  there’s  something  as  I  do  the  small  pitch  changes.  I  guess  it’s  feeling 
that  remsal,  but  very  mild,  and  not  too  distracting.  Once  I  entered  the  slalom  course  it  seemed  very 
ea^  to  coordinate,  and  I  didn’t  feel  extraneous  motion  vriratsoever.  So  in  that  case  I’d  say:  Is  it 
controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload? 
The  answer  is  yes.  b  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  In  this  case  probably  yes.  There’s  still 
some  pilot  compensation  in  there  on  the  speed  control  so  it’s  fair,  some  mfldfy  unpleasant  deficiency, 
but  minimal  pilot  compensation  required  and  an  HQR  3. 

Rum  281  and  282  fBobuo/DownV  I  can  initiate  the  standard  bobup,  vertkal  feels  good.  Very 
good  onset,  and  feels  right  for  the  arrestment  Fm  not  getting  any  extraneous  motion  perceived  at 
all  at  the  t(^  or  at  the  bottont  Fm  probabfy  doing  a  little  ski^  arrestment  than  I  had  done 
previously,  and  Fm  actually  getting  be^  performance,  I  believe,  out  of  it  It’s  just  a  smoother 
apirfkation,  probably  more  consistent  than  what  would  be  in  the  airplane.  I  tried  to  get  the  technique 
ba^  to  what  Fd  do  in  the  airplane.  Going  into  the  table:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is 
adequate  paformanceattaiiuble  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory 
withrat  improvement?  As  perceived,  at  least  lor  the  task,  the  answer  is  yes.  Minimum  pilot 
ccMnpensation  is  required  for  what’s  pooeived  as  just  a  limited  field  of  view.  There  is  still  a  little  bit 
of  low  damping.  It  takes  two  or  thrw  collective  ininits  while  Fm  seeing  very  little  external  motion 
so  I  ssy  it  was  a  fair,  mildly  unpleasant  deficienqr  HQR  3.  Fm  perceiving  t^t  I  have  to  make  two 
or  three  sine-type  inputs  to  maintain  position  as  everything  dampens  out  at  the  top,  so  I  feel  Fm 
compensating  for  low  damping  with  my  inputs. 

Run  283  fDash/Quickstool.  Initial  comments:  Fm  getting  a  smooth  acceleration.  I  was  using 
at  least  IS  degrees  nose  down  so  that’s  about  20  degree  pitch  diange  to  accelerate.  Altitude  control 
was  real  easy.  It’s  a  good  cross  check.  Deceleratkm  was  nice  and  smooth,  arriving  at  the  desired 
pobt,  and  really  felt  nothing  in  there  during  the  maneuver  that  was  distracting.  Just  as  I  did  the  little 
pitchover,  I  felt  a  little  motion,  but  it  was  high  rate  so  I  didn’t  really  fed  that  it  distracted  from  the 
task.  On  the  table  here:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  tolerable  pilot  woridoad?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvonent?  Yes.  Just 
Cur  with  <»eii^  distraction  right  at  the  very  end.  Minimum  pOot  compensation  required  for  desired 
performance,  HQR  3. 1  complete  the  decelmtion,  and  I  puA  the  nose  down  to  the  hovm  attitude, 
that’s  wdien  I  feel  something.  I  guess  the  best  w^  to  describe  what  Fm  feeling,  is  the  pitch 
acceleration  seems  to  be  greater  than  justified  by  the  input  that  Fm  putting  iiL  Fm  feeliiig  an 
enggerated  motion  tor  the  input  just  at  that  one  spot 

Rum  284  anri  7RS  ^SidestenV  The  initial  comments:  It  appears  it’s  smooth.  I  think  Fm  getting 
an  the  hank  angles  required,  and  aggressive  levels  at  least  as  Ugh  as  it  should  be  on  the  first  ruiL 
I’m  getting  to  the  rif^t  side,  and  as  I  decelerate  into  the  hover,  Fm  feeling  a  negative  motion  cue. 
.Some  kind  of  bump  that’s  quite  strong  right  as  I  come  to  the  hover,  or  just  afrm  I  come  to  the  hover. 
There’s  a  teodeacy  to  drift  aft  as  I  accelerate  back  to  the  left  correcting  that  Got  a  fairly  high  rate 


going  over  to  the  left,  and  the  deceleration  on  the  left  side  is  almost  in  to  a  PIO.  It’s  just  that  I’m 
getting  very  aggressive  on  that  arrestment  It  seems  like  I  drift  forward  at  that  point  and  that’s  pretty 
consistent  every  time.  Once  I’m  stable,  I  move  back  towards  the  center,  and  try  to  get  as  aggressive 
in  land  of  a  rapid  reversal  there,  and  it’s  a  couple  bobbles.  They’re  not  really  driven  into  PIO  motion 
but  just  some  undesired  motion  there.  With  that  in  mind  I’d  call  it:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer 
is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  I  think  the  answer  is  yes. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  have  to  say  no.  It  appears  I’m  having  trouble  staying  within  the 
tolerance  fore  and  aft  Drift,  mainly,  because  with  the  field  of  view  I  can’t  really  perceive  the  drift 
until  I  arrest,  and  I’m  already  outside  the  tolerance.  I  guess  we’ve  got  a  moderately  objectionable 
deficiency,  mainly  the  field  of  view,  which  restricts  my  ability  to  maintain  the  desired  performance. 
Adequate  performance  required  considerable  pilot  compensation,  HQR  5. 

Pilot  Comment  Card:  Is  your  flying  technique  mcxiified  because  of  your  ffying  simulator?  I 
think  I  made  the  comment  earlier  that  I  was  beginning  to  get  into  simulator  syndrome.  I  had  changed 
back  to  the  way  I  would  be  flying  an  airplane,  making  smaller  inputs  on  the  bobupAmbdown.  They 
were  obviously  way  too  large,  stuff  that  I  wouldn’t  be  doing  in  the  airplane,  so  I  think  now  I’m  back 
to  flying  it  like  I  would  fly  the  airplane.  Comment  on  the  aircraft  response?  It  seems  like  it’s  pretty 
responsive,  and  crisp.  Tlie  actual  aircraft  response  is  quite  good.  It’s  veiy  ea^  to  get  the  desired 
attitude  from  the  controls.  How  did  the  motion  cues  affect  your  control  of  the  aircraft?  The  motion 
overall  is  still  quite  valuable,  however,  there  is  a  negative  impact  on  some  of  these  extraneous 
motions.  The  ones  I  had  to  avoid  on  the  pirouette  primarity,  and  the  ones  I  felt  during  the 
deceleration  on  the  sidestep.  Those  undesirable  motions  were  re^  impacting  and  caused  confusion 
in  control  strategy  so  those  definitely  affect  in  a  negative  way.  Compare  this  motion  system  with 
other  systems  flown  in  this  experiment  Obviously,  I’ve  already  been  aware  that  this  is  a  system  I  flew 
before,  and  I  have  a  tendency  to  hit  some  software  limits  whi^  ^ve  me  the  negative  motion  cueing. 
It’s  probably  not  the  worst  I’ve  flown,  but  probably  the  second  worst  I’ve  flown  in  that  regard. 
Definitely  not  the  best  Did  the  motion  and  visual  scenes  seem  consistent?  I  think  I  made  several 
comments  about  those  not  being  consistent  Primarily,  I  think  the  main  comment  I  made  was  during 
the  landing  task  where  I  got  down  to  the  low  altitude.  I  was  feeling  some  motion  which  did  not 
agree.  It  was  not  consistent  with  the  visual  scene  nor  the  control  inputs  at  that  point  so  there  were 
some  that  were  distracting.  If  there  were  any  unusual,  conflicting  or  uncomfortable  visual  or  motion 
cues  please  describe  them  and  note  wliich  axis  th^  occurred  in?  Okay,  I  think  I  just  described  them. 
The  axis  gets  confusing  because  ^at  I  perceive  again  is  probabfy  a  vertical  or  a  heave  axis,  but 
except  maybe  on  the  pirouette.  The  pirouette  appeared  to  be  always  a  roll  axis.  The  motion  that 
I  was  feeling  during  the  landing  task  appeared  to  be  in  the  heave  axis,  but  it  was  confusing.  The 
motion  was  like  a  wave  or  something.  It  wasn’t  ea^  to  discern  which  axis  it  was  in,  but  it  caused 
problems  in  the  heave  axis  at  that  point  because  that  was  the  axis.  Was  there  any  feeling  of 
discomfort,  nausea,  disorientation  or  illness  during  the  task?  I  guess  I  really  didn’t  feel  that  much. 
It  was  just  a  little  bit  uncomfortable  every  time  I  felt  this  extraneous  motion.  It  didn’t  really  affect 
me  any  except  performance  of  the  task.  Please  describe  any  obvious  defidendes  in  the  visual  scene? 
I  think  we’ve  described  them  aU  before,  but  miqrbe  the  lacldng  of  some  cues  on  the  lateral  side  step. 
We’re  obviously  lacking  in  field  of  view  in  lateriiL  I  didn’t  notice  the  line  up  for  the  accel/decel,  but 
again  because  of  the  high  visual  content  we’re  ^tting  some  strobing  or  flasUng  on  and  off,  and  some 
color  changes.  I’m  sitting  here  watching  the  ring  on  the  pirouette  come  in  and  out  while  I’m  sitting 
here  talking.  'Those  are  a  little  bit  distracting  but  that  land  of  stuff  for  the  most  part  goes  away  once 
we  get  out  of  IC 
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Run  286  fflowerV  Initial  oonunents:  Maintained  the  hover  position.  The  craft  just  felt  like 
it  p)t  twice  as  heavy.  It’s  like  I  had  a  heavy  aircraft  under  me,  especially  in  the  pitch  axis.  A  little 
bit  sluggish,  low  response,  and  kind  of  wallowing  around  a  little  so  the  inputs  required  are  primarily 
in  pitch  but  then  si^l  corrections  required  in  roll  as  well  It  kept  me  pretty  busy.  The  workload 
wasn't  all  that  high,  but  it  felt  like  it  was  a  much  more  sluggish  aircraft  to  maintain  desired 
performance.  Okr^,  entering  the  table:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate 
performanoe  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without 
improvement?  Actually  I’d  prefer  to  see  it  improved  here.  It  just  wallows  around,  constant 
corrections.  Primarily,  I  perceive  it  sluggish  in  pitch  so  I  would  say  we've  got  a  minor  but  annoying 
deCden^  that  requir^  moderate  compensation.  HQR  4. 

Run  287  (Vertical  Translation^  General  comment  is,  in  initiating  any  acceleration,  I  felt  like 
it  was  going  to  be  nice  and  smooth.  I  went  down  to  10  feet  and  then  was  constantly  in  the  pitch  axis. 
Probably  plus  and  minus  3  or  4  degrees  of  pitch  change,  and  it’s  really  sluggish.  It’s  like  I’m  just 
sti^g  behind  the  aircraft,  espedally  in  pitch.  A  little  bit  of  wobble  in  roll,  but  not  too  much.  Due 
to  the  activity  in  pitch,  I  rdaxed  crosscheck  in  the  yaw.  I  realized  I  was  going  plus  or  minus  about 
5  d^rees  in  yaw,  so  it  was  difiBcult  to  say  within  the  performance  standards  there.  Then  I  got  off 
to  30  feet,  and  again  it  had  several  pitch  oscillations.  become  very  annoying  after  a  v^Qe  trying 

to  maintain  the  angle.  Precision  started  deteriorating,  a^  I  had  to  l^d  of  slow  down  to  keep  the 
task  going,  and  about  the  same  thing  going  down  to  20  feet  There  were  several  oscillations,  and  I 
think  I  actual^  went  outside  the  heading  constraints  during  the  stabilization  at  20  feet  At  least  I 
perceived  it  It  had  several  yaw  kicks  due  to  my  inputs.  I  was  trying  to  get  it  back  to  where  it 
belonged.  Entering  the  tables:  Is  it  controllable?  Issyyes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  The  answer  is 
na  Probabfy  some  moderately  objectionable  deGciendes  for  this  task,  and  primarily  the  pitch  bobble 
vidiich  led  to  distractions.  I  had  to  drop  some  crossdieck  vdiich  led  to  dropping  out  of  desired 
perfOTnance  oemstraints.  Adequate  performance  required  considerable  pilot  compensation,  I  have 
to  give  it  an  HQR  5. 

Run  288  fPirouetteL  Initial  comments:  Going  to  the  right,  I  did  not  see  as  much  of  the  pitch 
oscillation  as  Fd  seen  during  practice.  There  were  still  a  couple  of  oscillations  but  th^  were  very 
mikL  Concentrating  on  keeping  it  a  constant  rate,  I  guess  I  got  a  little  fast  so  the  deceleration  ended 
up  with  a  three-axis  oscillatioiL  I  tried  to  bring  it  to  an  arrest,  and  I  felt  like  I  w»  again  riding  up 
on  a  wave.  Going  to  the  1^  I  initiated  it  nice  and  smooth,  aixi  maintained  an  altitude  and  tracL 
I  then  started  getting  small  pitch  oscillations  about  half  w^  around.  I  maybe  had  three  oscillations 
tof  htdf  a  dicle.  Then  again,  on  the  arrestmoit,  even  thmgh  I  slowed  down,  it  added  another  5 
seconds  to  the  left,  I  still  got  into  a  3  axis  wallow  as  I  tried  to  bring  it  to  a  how.  So  Fve  gpne  to 
the  taUe,  1  say:  Is  it  controUaUe?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a 
tedoaUe  (rilot  woridoad?  I  perceived  to  stay  with  in  the  adequate  performanoe  aU  the  time.  Is  it 
satisfocteny  without  improvement?  Fm  going  to  have  to  say  na  WeVe  got  a  minor  but  anix^g 
deficiwy  Ivinging  it  in  to  arr^tment  It  seems  like  there  may  be  a  question  of  control  harm^. 
The  pitch  axis  seemed  so  sluggish,  aiul  so  slow.  As  I  did  this  acceleration  into  the  hover,  I  was  in  to 
aO  the  axes  it  appeared.  There  was  some  question  about  harmony  so  I  would  say  it’s  a  mQd  but 
aoDoying  deficiency.  I  think  we  had  desired  performance  all  the  way  so  Fd  call  it  an  HQR  4. 

Run  7R9  fSlalomL  The  initial  comment  is,  I  was  straight  and  level  running  in  to  the  slalom. 
Very  low  fiequency  |Htch  oscillation  is  noticeable  as  I  tried  to  accelerate  one  or  two  knots  as  I  went 
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into  the  first  gate.  It’s  observed,  but  not  all  that  distracting.  As  you  go  through  the  first  couple  of 
gates,  the  tight  turns  there  maintaining  speed  it  looks  like  desired  performance.  You  then  pick  up 
the  aural  cues  from  the  motion  system.  They  were  very  noticeable.  It  forced  me  to  tighten  my  gains 
on  the  controls,  and  stay  very  tight  with  the  visual  fe^back  to  keep  from  mistaking  the  aural  cues 
as  motion.  I  maintained  desired  performance  throughout,  but  it’s  very  distracting  with  the  high  whine 
of  the  gears  when  it  was  doing  the  sidestep.  So,  with  that  in  mind:  Is  it  controllable?  The  answer 
is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is 
it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  have  to  say  no.  We  got  desired  performance,  but  we’ve  got 
a  minor  but  annoying  deficiency.  Primarily,  a  very  strong  aural  cue  to  motion  that  does  not  agree 
with  the  scene.  Iliat  alone  is  stressful  enough  to  make  an  increase  to  moderate  pilot  compensation 
for  desired  performance,  HQR  4. 

Run  290  fBobup/DownV  Initial  comments:  Initial  onset  and  the  corrections  felt  correct  all  the 
way  through  the  task.  It  felt  very  firm  in  phase.  Since  it’s  almost  totally  just  heave,  it  felt  completely 
correct  I’m  entering  the  table:  Is  it  controUable?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The  answer  is  yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement? 
The  answer  is  yes.  I  really  didn’t  see  any  problem.  I’ve  probably  now  learned  to  compensate  for  what 
I’ve  perceived  as  the  low  damping.  The  high  rates  I  was  arresting,  without  even  thinking  about  it, 
so  I  would  have  to  say  the  pilot  compensation  really  wasn’t  a  factor  here.  I  give  it  an  HQR  2.  It’s 
gcxxl,  negligible  deficiencies.  It’s  strange,  but  true. 

Pilot  Comments:  Has  your  flying  technique  mcxlified  because  you’re  ffying  a  simulator?  I  don’t 
believe  so.  I’m  trying  to  fly  it  like  the  airplane.  Comments  on  the  aircraft  response?  Aircraft 
seemed  very  sluggish,  especially  in  the  longitudinal  axis.  In  pitch  axis  it  seemed  like  I  was  constantly 
in  the  axis.  We  had  a  little,  maybe  like  low  damping,  in  the  pitch  axis  too  because  I  was  constant^ 
making  corrections  on  just  about  every  task.  I  didn’t  really  notice  it  in  the  bobup,  but  everywhere 
else  I  was  in  that  axis.  How  did  the  motion  cues  affect  your  control  of  the  aircraft?  It  seemed  like 
th^  were  quite  good  everywhere  except  on  the  slalom  course.  On  the  slalom  course,  due  to  the 
aur^  feed  back  from  the  lateral  track,  I  was  actually  getting  negative  cues  so  that  the  aural  cues  were 
not  corresponding  with  the  motion  and  the  visual  Again,  a  comment  I  think  I  made  earlier  just  a 
couple  of  days  ago,  was  that  the  soundtrack  in  here  is  very  low.  It’s  not  drowning  out  the  sounds  of 
the  motion  cues  like  you  probably  desire.  I’m  getting  a  negative  feedback  there  ^m  the  aural  cues, 
otherwise  it  seemed  pretty  good.  Same  little  turnaround  bumps  that  I  saw  before.  I’m  still  feeling 
some  of  those.  Compare  this  motion  ^tem  with  other  systems  flown  in  this  experiment?  This  one’s 
kind  of  a  middle  of  the  road  on  them.  On  some  tasks  they’re  actual^  much  better.  Other  tasks  get 
a  little  worse  so  I  would  si^  it’s  just  a  kind  of  a  middle  of  the  road.  It’s  got  some  deficioicies.  Did 
•the  motion  and  visual  cues  seem  consistent?  The  motion  and  the  visual  seeir.ed  quite  good 
throughout  I  didn’t  see  any  problems  there.  Primarily  as  I  said  before  it  was  in  the  aural  feedback 
from  the  motion  cue.  If  there  were  any  unusual  conflicting,  or  uncomfortable  visual  or  motion  cues 
describe  them,  and  which  axis?  The  onfy  one  that  was  really  noticeable  was  the  aural  feedback  from 
the  lateral  axis.  Was  there  any  feeling  of  discomfort?  No.  Please  discuss  any  obvious  deficiencies 
on  the  visuals.  Nothing  different  than  before. 
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Run  613  fHovert.  The  only  thing  I  see  here,  there’s  a  little  bit  of  oscillation  in  the  X  direction 
back  and  forth.  Your  VCRs  are  all  slightly  less  than  1  —  1.5,  that  will  give  you  an  HQR  of  3,  and 
no  imusual  conunents. 

Run  614  (Vertical  TranslationV  I  find  this  to  be  sort  of  a  3-axis  task.  It’s  both  longitudinal, 
lateral,  and  vertkaL  Aircraft  seems  to  be  pretty  stable,  you  have  no  winds.  What  I  find,  also,  is 
because  you  don’t  have  any  time  restraint  on  the  task,  I  could  do  this  thing  perfect^  anytime.  Gi^n 
that  I  can  hover  the  aircraft,  I  can  definitely  hover  from  20  feet  down  to  10,  and  then  back  up  to  30. 
It’s  just  udiat  kind  of  Kcuracy  am  I  going  to  accept  so,  really,  it’s  not  the  control  ^tem  and  the 
visuals  that  ate  cutting  the  accura^  on  things,  it’s  just  my  personal  standards.  Am  I  going  to  let  the 
thing  drift  around  a  couple  of  feet,  and  say  that’s  okr^,  or  am  I  going  to  really  try  to  hold  her  really 
exceptionally  tight?  Since  I  don’t  see  the  task  being  set  up  to  be  constrained  to  elicit  real 
performance  from  me,  I  tend  to  be  a  little  bit  lax.  I  can  fly  the  whole  thing  within  your  criteria  and 
hardly  work  at  it  Altitude  easy  to  maintain  plus  or  minus  one  foot  The  vertical  rates  are  okay  since 
weVe  very  little  translation  there  to  do.  As  you’re  looking  down  you  have  a  tendency  to  translate 
a  little  bit  because  you’re  not  looking  out  at  the  horizon.  If  you  lose  a  little  bit  it’s  no  different  than 
normal  hover.  I  think  the  cues  out  there  are  quite  satisfactory.  Going  to  the  HQR  Scale:  It’s 
certainly  controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload  for  sure.  Satisfactory?  Yes  it  is.  PQot  compensation 
not  a  factor?  No,  that’s  not  true  so  you  don’t  get  a  2.  No  pilot  compensation  required?  Yes,  that 
is  true  so  you  get  a  HQR  of  3. 

VCRs  ate  1.5  all  the  wiy  across.  There  is  some  sense  attitude-wise.  You  look  down  at  the 
ground,  you  never  have  good  attitude.  What  you  really  get  is  translational  Once  you  stop  looking 
at  the  horizon  or  something  largely  out  in  front  of  you,  Tm  not  sure  I  would  describe  the  primary 
sense  of  motion  as  being  attitude  as  much  as  translation.  I  don’t  have  any  sense  of  losing  attitude 
either.  VCR  1.5  for  the  horizontal  translational  rate.  I  would  do  the  same  thing  if  I  was  in  the 
aircraft.  I  would  have  a  hard  time  doing  this  sort  of  three  dimensional  task,  getting  it  absolutely 
p^ect  both  in  the  air(7aft  and  here  vriiere  I  can  practice  it  a  little  while.  If  that  was  the  only 
objective  for  being  here,  I  could  probably  get  it  so  I  could  do  it  absolutely  perfectly,  and  do  it  much 
fa^.  I’m  not  sure  that’s  really  the  goal  here.  I  see  nothing  wrong  with  the  cues,  and  the  task  is 
eaqr  to  do  so  VCR  1J5  is  One.  Vertical  translational  rate?  Once  again.  I’m  not  getting  any  of  the 
cues  the  board  for  vertical  for  either  the  rates  or  the  altitude.  It  all  comes  off  this  radar  altimeter. 
If  you  reaDy  wanted  to  know  vdiat  the  cues  were  doing  to  you  then  you’d  probabfy  take  this  radar 
altimeter  out  of  here.  Given  that  you’ve  given  that  for  me  to  work  with  that’s  vriiat  I  key  on. 

Run  615  fKrouetteV  Time  ft>r  the  pirouette,  48  [seconds]  on  the  first,  42  on  the  second.  That 
kind  of  tells  me  that  I  can  make  it  anything  I  want  I  don’t  h^  enough  practice  to  know  exactly 
how  to  get  it  ri^t  cm,  and  be  totally  efficient  about  it  The  task  can  be  flovm  in  this  condition  quite 
weD.  *I  don’t  think  it’s  a  big  deal  to  get  desired  performance  out  of  it  Very  little  vertical  drift. 
Obviously  with  48  seconds,  that  extra  3  seconds  helped.  It  does  give  you  a  little  more  opportunity 
to  keep  modulating  your  position  fore  and  aft  so  it  actually  looks  a  little  cleaner  probably  on  the  first 
one  tto  on  the  second.  I  think  all  things  considered  it’s  desired  performance.  It’s  certainly 
oontrcdlaUe.  Adequate  performance  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Of  course.  Satisfactory  without 
inqnovement?  I  would  si^  yes.  I  would  give  you  HQR  3. 
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As  Ear  as  the  VCR’s  are  concerned:  Attitude.  Are  there  sufficient  attitude  cues  to  give  you 
aggressiveness?  It’s  certainly  aggressiveness  within  the  character  of  the  task.  This  is  not  a  very 
aggressive  task.  Under  ideal  conditions  you  can  zero  in  here.  All  you  have  to  do  is  just  set  up  lateral 
^lic  position,  longitudinal  and  pedal  position.  If  you  got  it  just  right  this  baby  just  goes  around  by 
itself.  You  don’t  really  have  to  be  all  that  aggressive.  If  you  start  screwing  it  up  then  you  start  seeing 
a  requirement  for  aggressiveness.  Precision  seemed  to  be  okay  with  me,  certainly  within  your 
requirements.  Let’s  make  that  a  1.5  rather  than  giving  you  a  perfect  score  of  1.  Horizontal 
translational  rate?  A  good  sense  of  that  as  far  as  the  cues  on  the  circle.  The  fact  that  you  had 
straight  segments,  and  the  cues  having  small  comers  there.  I’ve  got  a  good  sense  of  translational  rate. 
No  problem  there  both  longitudinal  and  lateral.  Lateral  is  a  little  bit  better  than  longitudinal  Part 
of  the  problem  was  having  the  circle  set  up  the  way  it  is.  It’s  kind  of  an  interesting  task  to  be  able 
to  keep  yourself  oriented  so  that  you’re  seeing  motion  in  the  X  direction. 

Unfortunately,  I  think  there’s  a  threshold.  There’s  some  minimum  displacement  that  you  have  to 
create  before  you  actually  notice  the  displacement  It’s  one  of  those  things  that  I  have  to  move 
probabty  S  to  10  feet  before  I  really  sense  a  need  for  correction  longitudinally.  Okay,  let’s  give  that 
a  1.5.  I’ve  got  no  problems  with  that  Vertical  translational  rate?  Once  again,  no  real  senses  moving 
vertically.  It  gets  stronger  if  I  continue  to  look  at  the  disk  that’s  sitting  on  the  pedestal  in  the  center. 
I  get  real  good  cues  from  that  as  far  as  vertical  drift  It  seems  like  I  can  st^  within  a  couple  of  feet 
as  long  as  I’m  paying  attention  to  it  If  I  stop  pt^g  attention  to  it  then  all  bets  are  offi  I  could 
probabfy  see  5  feet  without  ai^  problem.  That’s  because  I  get  bound  up  by  all  the  other  thinge  trying 
to  cross^eck  around,  and  I  just  forget  or  stop  looking  for  the  top  or  bottom  of  the  disL  I  think 
the  cues  in  general  are  quite  satisfactory  so  at  worst  a  1.5  there. 

Run  616  (Slaloml.  Okay.  I  see  desired  performance  there,  and  I  don’t  think  we  got  more  than 
a  couple  squares  awi^.  The  speed  varied  from  about  34  [knots]  early  on  up  to  about  40  as  a  max 
excursion.  Altitude,  certainly  I  think  plus  or  minus  5.  One  thing:  You  initiate  altitude  at  20  feet, 
and  allow  a  person  to  go  to  15.  He’s  almost  in  the  dirt  before  he  goes  down  to  your  desired 
performance  parameter.  That  was  not  a  problem  here  so  you  got  good  desired  performance  with  no 
question  about  that  The  task  is  not  at  aU  challenging.  This  is  a  cakewalk  task.  Just  a  nice  smooth 
task,  at  least  for  this  set  of  flight  controls,  and  no  hurry  having  to  set  up  a  baseline.  It’s  easy  to  fly. 
It’s  actually  a  very  mild  slalom  here  to  stay  within  your  parameters.  I  guess  I  don’t  have  much  to  say 
beyond  that  If  you  don’t  touch  the  collective  the  altitude  stays  pretty  much  right  on.  The  hardest 
thing  to  fty  is  ainpeed  because  you  really  do  not  have  aity  sense  of  changing  airspeed.  If  you  don’t 
have  your  eye  glued  on  the  ainpeed  indicator  it’s  chwging  a  couple  of  knots.  It’s  certainty 
controUable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  It  certainty  is.  poot 
compensation  not  a  factor  for  desired  performance?  I  actually  would  say  that’s  the  case  here.  If  it’s 
set  up  correctty  you  could  probably  get  a  2  out  of  this,  no  problem.  I  find  that  the  aircraft  gravitates 
more  towards  40  knots.  I  can  set  it  on  40  and  it  just  glides  itself  right  through  these  things  so  2  is 
the  rating  here. 

Let’s  see,  how  about  VCRs?  Can  you  make  aggressive  and  predse  corrections,  is  the  precision 
good?  Out  here  I  would  ssy  no.  Once  you  get  close  to  the  p^ons  vdiere  you  actually  have 
something  to  look  at,  I  would  s^  that  your  precision  was  good.  I  would  give  you  no  less  than  a  1-1/2. 
Horizontd  translational  rate  cues?  Up  in  the  pylon  area,  the  lateral  is  good.  Horizontal  is 
comfortable  I  would  say,  but  if  you  asked  me  to  answer  the  questions  here,  can  I  make  aggressive 
corrections  in  translational  rate,  I  would  probabty  say  na  All  I  do,  because  of  having  to  look  at  the 
airspeed  indicator,  Fm  going  to  put  an  input  in,  and  it’s  going  to  slow  down.  All  Fm  going  to  do  is 
watch  the  airspeed  indicator,  and  see  what  Fm  getting  out  of  it,  and  then  Fm  going  to  modulate  a 
little  bit  if  I  n^  to  bob  it  up  or  down.  It’s  not  a  mattm  of  taking  the  cues  from  the  data  base.  I 
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know  I’m  at.  I’m  within  your  other  constraints,  but  I’m  not  going  to  have  at  all  precise  control 
over  airspeed.  I’m  not  sure  what  else  to  say  about  it  Fair  cues?  Limited  corrections  with  conGdence 
•  and  precnion  is  onfy  fair.  Small  or  gentle  corrections.  It’s  not  a  matter  bow  big  a  correction  you 
make,  it’s  the  fact  that  there’s  just  nothing  there  to  make  the  precise  changes  with. 

I  don’t  know  how  to  use  the  scale  here  because  I  don’t  Gnd  that  the  words  help  me  out  that  much. 
I  have  to  say  in  all  honesty  I  would  do  the  same  thing  in  the  aircraft  even  if  I  was  doing  this  out  on 
the  parallel  taxi  way.  You’ve  got  to  give  me  a  criteria  that  says  that  I  have  to  be  right  on  speed.  I 
can’t  teU  that  any  tetter  when  I’m  doing  this  kind  of  a  task  out  in  the  real  vrarld  than  I  can  here. 
Once  I  g^  stabiteed  on  the  speed  before  I  get  into  the  task  I  get  some  sense  of  continuity  for  speed. 
Once  I  get  in  the  task,  I  look  down  and  I  Gnd  I’m  four  knots  slow,  I  got  there  without  knowing  it 
The  onfy  reason  I  know  that  I’m  four  knots  slow  is  because  I  look  back  in  at  the  indicator,  and  then 
I  say,  ok^,  here’s  a  step  input  increase  of  power.  I  have  no  idea  whether  it’s  the  right  one  or  not 
It’s  an  iterative  process,  and  it’s  the  same  process  in  the  vehicle  as  it  is  out  in  the  real  world.  I  guess 
I  don’t  want  to  si^  that  the  cues  here  are  preventing  me  from  doing  something  that  I  would  normally 
do  outside  the  real  world.  I  would  be  no  tetter  at  it  there  than  I  am  here  so  if  we  send  the  keys  out 
there  in  a  totally  VMC  condition,  then  if  they’re  a  1  there  thqr’re  no  worse  here,  and  it’s  the  same 
process  in  the  v^cle  as  it  is  in  the  real  world  I  can  tell  you  that  what  I  see  out  there  is  no  tetter 
or  no  worse  [than  the  real  world],  or  put  it  this  way,  my  ability  to  change  the  airspeed  or  to  guess 
how  it  is  dianged  from  n^  prior  35  is  no  tetter  or  no  worse  here  than  it  would  be  in  the  real  world 
Even  if  the  cues  are  realty  good  out  there,  this  task  without  the  constraints  on  it  is  just  the  way  the 
task  is  desoibed  If  I  tried  to  change  n^  airspeed  or  tried  to  gauge  ixdiether  it’s  changing.  I’m  realty 
hard  pressed  to  do  that  in  this  kind  of  task.  Fve  done  a  lot  of  these  things,  and  I  realty  don’t  know 
until  I  kmk  back  inside  the  cockpit  udiat  airspeed  realty  is.  I  can  be  fooled  grossly,  I  could  lose 
10  knots  in  one  of  these  things,  and  think  that  I’m  jist  doing  real  peachy.  That’s  a  surprise  thing  in 
the  real  wchM,  so  it’s  not  a  surprise  to  me  here  that  I  can  be  off  say  3  or  4  knots.  That’s  about  the 
wiQT  things  ga  Unless  I  realty  do  a  real  good  crosscheck  between  outside,  inside,  outside,  inside,  I 
win  not  be  very  precise.  What  I’m  actualty  saying  is  this  is  one  situation  where  I  Gnd  the  verbiage 
doesn’t  hdp  me  in  describing  what’s  happening  out  there.  I  feel  that  I  don’t  relay  to  you  an  accurate 
sense  of  wtet  Fm  using  to  fty  the  task  with  using  your  descriptors.  I  just  want  you  to  know  I’m  not 
cmnidaining,  that’s  my  assessment  of  it  Fm  not  thinking  that  you  need  to  do  something  about  it 
immediate.  I  just  feel  obligated  to  try  to  describe  vriiat  I  see  as  Fm  doing  this.  For  the  record, 
translational  rate,  that  is  a  U.  Horizontal  translational  rate  is  the  one  that  would  be  hard  to 
describe.  Leave  that  as  a  line  blank  there. 

Run  617  (BobuD/Downl.  I  see  desired  performance  on  all  counts.  All  done  within  12  seconds. 
I  think  we  Mtualty  got  it  without  any  great  amount  of  overshoot  on  ai^  one  of  the  three.  When  we 
got  it  bade  to  the  bottom,  I  think  we  oscillated  around  15  feet  but  we  never  go  more  than  10  or  20 
so  I  think  you  get  desired  performance.  The  task  is  actualty  easily  done,  and  I  Gnd  the  operable 
technique  is  to  put  a  big  hawking  bunch  of  collective  in  to  get  it  started,  and  then  as  you  start  going 
up  in  dthude  you  start  taking  it  out  so  that  you’re  actualty  slowing  down  so  when  the  targets  start 
coming  in  to  view  then  you’re  not  just  (tying  straight  t^ugh  them.  That’s  a  problem  in  this 
simulaticm  where  you  can’t  see  the  targets  all  the  time.  You  have  no  w^  of  getting  any  lead  on  them 
unto  Ui^  come  in  to  view  so  you've  got  to  start  taking  the  collective  out  Fm  doing  that  and  I  can 
stfll  inake  the  time  period,  and  I  seem  to  be  able  to  slow  down  very  nicety  on  to  the  targets, 
ftinging  it  back  to  tte  ground,  I  think  I  have  a  good  sense  where  15  feet  is.  The  vertical  axis  of 
centred  and  respense  to  the  vehicle  seems  to  be  very  nicety  tailored  so  I  think  you  get  actualty  very 
nke  respense  out  oS  the  vdiide.  It’s  a  little  bit  lagg^g  in  ways,  but  it’s  predictable.  I  can  do  this 
task  vrithin  rece^nizable  and  acceptable  bounds.  So  it’s  certainly  controllable.  Adequate  pilot 
workload  certainty.  SatisfBCtoiy  without  improvement?  Fve  got  nothing  to  complain  about  So  it’s 
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satbfactoiy.  Pilot  compensation  not  a  factor  for  desired  performance.  There’s  no  pilot  compensation 
required.  Actually  this  is  one  of  those  where  all  of  the  estimation,  and  ail  of  the  compensation  comes 
in  to  estimating  the  slowdown  to  come  up  on  target  This  one  takes  all  the  energy.  The  rest  of  it 
is  actualfy  open  loop  with  the  possible  exception  of  the  bottom  where  my  sense  of  altitude  is  well 
supported  by  the  checker  board  There’s  no  sense  of  driving  it  through  the  ground  at  any  time.  Of 
course,  you  get  the  feedback  from  the  radar  altimeter  that  tells  you  you’re  right  on  so  don’t  mess  with 
it  Just  bump  it  and  come  to  a  stop.  There’s  a  little  bit  of  float  there,  but  we’re  floating  around 
within  the  daired  range  so  I  had  no  problem  with  that  Why  don’t  you  say  if  a  pilot  doesn’t  have 
to  compensate  for  it  let’s  make  it  a  3  and  see  if  there’s  some  minimal  amount  of  compensation 
required 

VCRs.  Can  you  make  aggressive  and  precise  X  corrections  in  attitude?  It  don’t  seem  to  be 
required  here,  but  I  have  a  sense  that  I  could  do  it  I  seem  to  be  able  to  maintain  myself  pretty  much 
in  the  ballpark  of  the  initial  condition.  In  terms  of  XY I  feel  comfortable  with  it  I  don’t  have  any 
sense  of  being  behind  the  aircraft  I  have  to  say,  of  course,  it’s  no  different  in  the  real  aircraft  than 
it  is  here.  Once  you  get  around  the  targets  you  lose  that  close  sense  of  where  the  ramp  is.  Even  in 
the  real  aircraft  it’s  reasonably  hard  to  bobup  and  stay  right  over  the  same  spot  You  have  a 
tendency  to  translate.  It’s  just  something  that’s  geometrical  perceptive  that  causes  you  to  translate 
6S  of  that  point  until  you  figure  out  how  to  reverse  compensate  for  it  then  you  learn  how  to  do  it 
so  you  go  straight  up  and  down.  At  this  stage  of  practice  while  we’re  doing  the  real  task  it  would  be 
no  different  in  the  real  world  I  guess  I  end  up  ^ving  you  l>l/2  gain  for  the  attitude.  Horizontal 
translational  rates?  Once  Again,  I  felt  comfortable  with  them,  a  1-1/2.  Vertical  translational  rates? 
I  think  that  works  out  nicely.  Fd  Like  to  say  that  the  climb  is  clearly  an  open  loop  sort  of  thing  until 
you  actually  get  your  first  glimpse  of  the  target  You’ve  already  started  to  take  some  power  out  of 
the  move.  All  of  a  sudden,  bmm,  you  can  close  on  it,  and  make  one  or  two  last  corrections.  It 
seems  to  work  out  okay  so  1  feel  that  there’s  a  good  sense  of  cueing,  and  a  good  response  from  the 
vehicle  that  allows  you  to  make  aggressive  and  precise  directions  with  confidence.  Here’s  a  real  good 
place  where  you  can  look  at  the  other  side  of  the  coin.  When  we  did  the  slalom,  I  didn’t  find  that 
the  good  X  cues  sentence  was  a  very  good  descriptor  for  that  task.  In  this  task  that  sentence  is  just 
perfect  towards  this.  You  can  make  aggressive  and  precise  X  corrections  with  confidence,  precision 
is  good.  I  can  see  that  directly  in  the  task.  Here’s  the  point  where  that’s  excellent  Fve  already 
slKTwn  that  maybe  it’s  not  so  good  in  other  tasks. 

Run  618  fDash/Quickstonl.  Once  again  a  pretty  simple  task,  at  least  in  turns  of  getting  it  set 
up.  Acceleration  is  good.  I  knew  that  I  was  sinking,  but  I  don’t  know  how  much.  Actually,  I’m  kind 
of  surprised  at  times  v^en  I  sort  of  put  the  nose  down,  the  ground  comes  up  at  me  a  little  bit  I  have 
a  tendency  to  overreact,  thinking  that  Fm  falling  a  little  bit  farther  than  I  am.  I  find  a  small  difficulty 
in  trying  to  modulate  the  power  lever  to  get  the  kind  of  response  I  want  out  of  it  In  a  real  aircraft 
with  a  lot  motion  sense,  somehow,  those  collective  requirements  come  through  mudi  more  clearly. 
You  do  it  by  second  nature.  You  feel  the  vertical  accelerations.  You  seem  to  able  to  sort  out  so 
you  can  sort  of  keep  those  inertially  centered  as  opposed  to  aircraft  bocty  centered.  It’s  a  lot  easier 
to  do  aceelAleoels  in  the  aircrafL  I  sort  of  fall  out  of  it,  and  Fm  guessing  as  to  what  to  do  with  the 
collective.  You’re  down  to  tte  60  knot  point,  and  that  went  pretty  welL  It  actually  stayed  still  within 
the  plus  or  minus  5  feet  Going  in  to  deceleration,  I  really  don’t  know  what  to  do  with  the  power 
-  lever.  I  know  it’s  going  to  go  down  so  I  just  push  power  lever  down,  and  take  it  to  vdiere  1  tUnk  is 
a  good  estimate.  I  have  to  go  back  to  the  altimeter,  and  start  using  that  as  the  feedback  device 
because  I  really  can’t  take  it  out  of  the  data  base.  I  don’t  really  know  how  low  I  am  until  Fve  already 
screwed  up.  I  started  25  feet,  but  tty  the  time  I  get  down  to  IS  feet  I  know  that  Fve  done  something 
wrong,  but  then  it’s  too  late.  Fve  already  made  the  error.  To  prevent  that,  I  have  to  keep  going 
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to  the  radar  altitude  to  make  sure  that  I’ve  got  it  right  or  to  get  some  trend  information.  I  can 
see  byM*  trends  in  the  scene,  but  I  don’t  get  a  threshold  feeling  until  I’m  already  outside  of  your 
desired  parameters.  Ok^,sohowdoesitallworkoutHQR-vrise?  Certainly  controUable.  Adequate 
performance  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  Okay,  this 
is  one  of  those  things  that  will  be  difGcult  to  come  up  with  bemuse  I  feel  like  the  actual  response 
of  the  vehicle  is  fairly  predictable.  When  you  get  down  to  the  far  end  of  this  thing,  the  deceleration, 

I  have  a  hard  time  modulating  the  power  lever  satisfactorily  to  give  you  a  nice  level  deceleration; 
instead,  I  start  hunting  with  it  I  think  you’re  stfll  getting  desired  performance,  but  in  this  case  the 
workload  goes  up  a  little  bit  I  think  it’s  a  little  bit  more  than  saying  minimal  pilot  compensation. 
You  can  either  get  it  just  right  with  luck,  or  you  can  be  slightly  ofE,  and  start  pumping  the  power 
lever,  and  you  actually  make  it  worse.  It’s  kind  of  hard  for  me  to  think  that  would  be  a  3,  so  I’ll  give 
you  moderate  pilot  compensation.  The  rating  is  a  4. 

VCRs:  As  far  as  the  attitude  is  concerned,  I  Gnd  that’s  pretty  much  the  attitude  indicator  task 
here.  Once  you  put  your  nose  down,  if  you  really  want  10  degrees  nose  down  then  15  degrees  tilt 
so  the  perspective  of  the  visual  scene  changes  quite  a  bit  I  am  actually  cheating  on  you  a  little  bit. 
I  put  over  the  ten,  and  I  take  it  back  out  I  can  go  back  to  five  or  six,  something  like  that  because 
I  don’t  want  to  be  looking  straight  down  to  the  ground  or  what  it  looks  like  straight  down.  I  actually 
cheat  a  little  bit,  knowing  that  the  aircraft  will  accelerate  up  to  60  by  the  time  I  get  to  a  point  where 
I  have  to  deceL  I  never  really  have  a  good  sense  of  attitude  when  I  put  my  nose  down  like  that 
because  I  really  can’t  see  the  horizon  around.  If  I  were  in  a  real  aircraft  I  think  I’d  have  more 
peripheral  cues.  It  would  give  me  a  grander  sense  of  what  the  altitude  is,  or  at  least  whether  it’s 
acceptable  or  not  How  precise^  can  you  control  it?  With  the  ea^  attitude  indicator,  I  can  also  look 
at  the  texture  here,  that’s  the  blocks,  and  I  can  get  a  precise  sense  of  attitude  change.  It’s  not  hard 
to  see  what’s  happening.  The  question  is  whether  it’s  the  right  thing  or  not  I  don’t  have  a  good 
sense  of  estimation.  In  the  real  world  I  take  one  good  look  at  it,  and  I’d  know  exactly  how  much 
power  or  how  much  cydic  to  change  to  get  vdiere  I  want  to  go.  Here,  it’s  a  guess.  On  the  one  hand, 
you  make  changes  aggressively  with  confidence.  I  guess  actually  your  attitude  changes  can  be  done 
piedsefy.  It’s  just  that  you  don’t  know  vdiat  they’re  doing  for  you.  Okay,  so  I  give  a  1-1/2  for  that 
Hcxizonal  translational  rate,  longitudinally,  once  again  I  can’t  tell  60  knots  here.  My  sense  of  speed 
is  really  bad.  My  sense  of  speed  comes  off  the  airspeed  indicator.  When  it  says  60  I’m  there.  )^en 
I  go  into  the  decel,  I  have  even  worse  sense  of  speed.  I  have  a  very  poor  perceptive.  I  look  down 
there,  and  I  don’t  see  the  two  lines  that  are  traversed  to  my  line  of  travel  It’s  just  a  big  grey  area 
down  there.  As  th^  start  slovdy  down  more,  and  more,  then  the  stuff  starts  to  fill  in,  but  initially  you 
dcm’t  have  a  veiy  good  sense  of  deceleration.  You  know  the  nose  is  up,  you  know  you’re  slowing 
down,  but  there’s  no  cues  coming,  there’s  no  rush  that’s  telling  you  about  how  it’s  operating.  With 
no  seat-of-pants  cues,  you  really  are  just  sort  of  floating  ballistiodly  which  is  one  of  rite  reasons  that 
fimlreK  it  more  difficult  to  maintain  level  flight  Can’t  make  limited  X  directions  with  confidence. 
Precision  is  only  fair.  I  think  this  is  one  of  those  times  vdien  I  go  down  to  a  3  for  the  horizontal 
tramiatinmal  rate  and  that’s  in  the  longitudinal  direction.  I  don’t  seem  to  have  any  problem  with 
latoal  It’s  not  a  perfectly  straight  line,  but  then  again  Fm  not  putting  a  lot  of  attention  on  that 
I  know  that  if  I  just  point  the  aircraft  generally  ahead  of  me  that  will  work  out  It’s  not  a  big  deal 
1  give  it  a-3  here  for  the  longitudinal  Vertical  translational  rate?  We  really  sort  of  talked  that  to 
death.  I  could  make  limited  X  corrections  with  confidence.  The  precision  is  only  fair.  It’s  probably 
a  fur  descriptor.  I’d  like  to  be  more  precise,  but  I  think  FU  give  you  a  3  simply  because  I  don’t  know 
out  to  break  it  down  any  more  tighUy  than  that  That’s  end  of  comments. 

610  rSidestep^  This  is  actualfy  one  of  the  more  complicated  tasks,  I  think,  to  do  it  well 
Part  of  that  is  just  the  way  the  cockpit  is  set  up.  You  can’t  look  directly  out  to  the  side.  Altitude 
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was  good  The  first  run  to  the  right  probably  did  not  fit  your  criteria.  The  bank  angle  was  only  about 
10  degrees  to  start,  and  then  I  got  a  little  bit  concerned  about  that.  I  took  it  out  early,  and  it  only 
took  about  10  degrees  to  recover  so  it’s  just  sort  of  a  wisby  washy  maneuver  to  the  right  Flight  from 
right  to  left  worked  out  much  better.  I  certainly  met  the  criteria  for  aggressiveness.  A  bit  of 
hobbling  on  the  end,  but  generally  pretty  stable,  and  back  to  the  center,  and  stop  in  good  shape.  I 
think  the  altitude  stayed  in  good  shape.  I  think  the  fore/aft  direction  looked  the  best  of  any  events 
so  far  as  I  perceived  it.  The  yellow  line  and  the  red/green  stripe  actually  went  through  the  instrument 
panel  for  most  of  the  run  so  that  looked  pretty  comfortable  to  me.  Heading,  I  don’t  think  there  were 
ai^  great  excursions  there.  I  don’t  think  it  was  over  10  degrees.  My  perception  is  that  the 
performance  was  desired.  Controllable.  Adequate.  Satisfactory?  I  guess  I  have  to  say  yes.  It  seems 
that  I  do  the  task  exceptionally  well.  I  think  b^ause  of  the  estimation  requirements  on  the  end,  and 
that  business  of  being  able  to  take  the  side  flair,  and  drive  it  where  you  want  it  You  actually  have 
to  fly  past  the  point  where  you  want  to  be,  and  as  the  aircraft  swings  back  in  you  swing  back  to  the 
point  where  you  actually  want  the  aircraft  to  be.  All  that  requires,  at  least,  minimum  pUot 
compensation  for  desired  performance.  You  get  a  rating  of  3. 

The  comments  on  the  VCRS.  It’s  certainly  adequate  changes  in  roll  attitude.  I  don’t  feel 
uncomfortable  about  that  at  all  I  do  have  to  go  back  to  the  attitude  indicator  because  I’m  trying  to 
k^  on  what  you  want  me  to  use  as  a  minimurtL  I  do  go  back  to  the  attitude  indicator,  but  actually 
given  more  vision  to  the  side,  I  can  be  far  more  aggressive  with  this  task,  and  probably  do  it  right  on. 
Certainly  in  the  aircraft  Here  it’s  little  bit  more  diCGcult  What  are  the  cues?  I  think  we  could 
make  aggressive  precise  directions  with  confidence.  Precision  is  good  in  terms  of  attitude  and 
horizontal  translational  rates.  Longitudinal  worked  out  quite  well  this  time.  Laterally,  I  actually  think 
I  did  good.  I  never  feel  like  giving  you  a  1.0  on  these  things  because  there’s  always  something  that 
actually  is  a  little  bit  worse  than  the  real  world.  Here,  you  lack  sort  of  a  sense  of  perspective  for  how 
far  things  are  away  from  you.  When  I  get  up  to  the  end  of  the  lines,  the  end  of  the  checkerboard, 
I  have  a  hard  time  getting  those  just  right.  The  sense  of  rate  is  okay.  The  problem,  I  think,  is  getting 
enough  practice  with  it  to  know  just  how  much  control  is  required  to  smoothly  take  it  out,  and  just 
swing  back  once,  and  be  right  on  the  point  Makes  me  think  that  I  will  give  you  a  2  for  the 
horizontal  translational  rate,  and  that’s  in  the  lateral  direction.  Okay,  vertical  translational  rate? 
That  seemed  to  work  out  quite  well  A  little  bit  of  sense  of  sort  of  sinking  through  there,  but  you 
pick  up  your  cue  quickly.  That  takes  very  little  power  once  you  set  up  power  for  the  initial 
translational  It  seems  Uke  when  you  start  to  roll  level,  you  can  take  that  much  out,  and  you  seem 
to  be  able  to  have  enough  power  to  sort  of  side  flair,  and  come  back  to  the  point  Both  the  sense 
of  vertical  rates,  and  the  ability  to  control  the  vehicle  seem  to  be  good  so  I’ll  give  you  a  1.5  for  that 

Comments  for  the  pilot  comment  card:  First  question  is:  Modification  of  pilot  technique  as 
a  function  of  ftying  in  a  simulator?  I  think  there  defi^tely  is  some  difference.  I  think  overall  I  don’t 
tend  to  be  as  aggressive  with  the  aircrafl  I  tend  to  want  to  stop  a  little  bit  short  of  testing  the 
attitude  of  the  aircraft  Let’s  just  play  the  game.  You  tell  me  what  you  want  and  I’ll  try  to  find  the 
proper  sequence  of  controls  to  give  the  highest  score.  In  the  real  world.  I’d  actually  be  pressing  the 
issue  a  littie  bit  more  in  each  one  of  these  tasks  rather  than  trying  to  play  it  safe  here.  Use  just 
enough  control  to  get  the  job  done  without  trying  to  push  it  Aircraft  response  appears  sluggish. 
Ai^  unusual  characteristics?  I  actually  find  the  baseline  model  seems  to  be  a  pretty  reasonable 
airoafL  Of  all  the  axes.  I’m  probably  most  impressed  the  collective  axis,  the  fact  that  we  could 
do  the  bobup,  and  actually  maintain  pretty  nice  control  over  the  vehicle.  It  looks  like  it’s  fairly  well 
shaped.  A  little  bit  sluggish,  but  I  guess  it’s  one  of  those  things  where  my  sensitivity  would  rather  be 
» little  bit  sluggish  than  to  have  a  virtually  uncontrollable  system.  One  that’s  either  too  juicy  or  so 
sluggish  that  it’s  just  lethargic,  this  is  kind  of  middle  of  the  road.  For  a  simulator,  I  think  it’s 
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satisfactoiy.  If  1  were  actually  flying  the  aircraft,  I’d  probably  want  something  that’s  a  little  juicier. 
How  did  the  motion  cues  affect  your  control  of  the  aircraft?  I’m  finding  the  actual  motion  cues  to 
be  fairly  weak  here.  Obviously  we  don’t  get  any  thing  out  of  longitudinal.  Lateral  cues  are  a  little 
bit  better.  I  don’t  think  they  come  close  to  the  real  world  cues.  Particularly  for  things  like  the  lateral 
sidestep  here  vtdiere  you  cruise  around  about  15  knots.  Here  comes  the  edge  of  the  checkerboard, 
and  boom  —  you  wrap  it  up,  and  you  do  a  couple  of  osdllations  to  sort  it  out  in  the  line.  That  gives 
you  a  real  sense  of  response  from  the  aircraft  Tlere,  what  I  get  instead  of  a  sense  of  the  motion  base 
trying  to  sort  something  out  I  And  that  I  get  out  of  phase  with  the  motion.  I  know  where  the  CG 
of  the  aircraft  is.  I  know  where  the  aircraft  is  under  my  rear  end.  Here,  I  actually  get  out  of  phase 
a  little  bit  and  I  can  feel  the  motion  base  working,  and  what  I’m  really  trying  to  do  is  disregard  it 
I  try  to  do  it  visually.  Okay,  if  that’s  where  the  visual  point  is  let  me  try  to  get  over  it  Once  I  slow 
down  the  inputs,  everything  will  come  together,  and  catch  up  with  itself.  So,  in  some  way,  I  don’t  in 
ai^  case  like  that  put  much  credence  in  the  motion  base.  I  sort  it  out  as  being  something  that  I  pay 
no  attention  to,  until  it  starts  to  slow  down  a  bit  Then  Ill  see  if  it  matches  up  with  what  ^  see  out 
there.  Motion  cues  for  something  like  the  slalom  task.  They  were  quite  nice.  I  find  that  those  kinds 
of  pitch,  roll,  and  yaw  responses  are  actually  quite  nice.  I  find  the  slalom  is  very  nice  to  ffy.  I  find 
the  pirouette  is  nice  to  fly.  Bobup  is  a  pretty  reasonable  task.  The  accel/decel,  I  don’t  get  as  much 
out  of  it  as  you  would  expect  No  comparison  with  other  experiments  since  this  is  baseline.  Motion 
and  visual  cues  seem  to  be  pretty  consistent  tod^.  So  far  nothing  is  particular  conflicting  or 
uncomfortable.  No  nausea.  The  only  discrepanqr  in  the  visual  scene  I  would  come  up  with  would 
be  the  fact  that  you  just  don’t  have  enough  field  of  view  to  be  able  to  see  things,  like  when  you  put 
your  nose  down  in  the  accel  you  can’t  see  the  finish  line.  You  also  can’t  look  up.  Likewise  with  a 
bobup,  when  you’re  coming  up  towards  the  target  you  can’t  bend  down  and  look  up  into  the  CRT. 
Nothing  is  there  so  you  end  up  just  having  to  sit  here  and  twiddle  your  thumbs.  You’re  sort  of  in 
hold.  You’re  just  playing  the  game  until  some  cue  comes  in  that  you  can  use.  You  find  out  that  is 
kind  of  a  deficiency,  but  once  again,  you  are  looking  at  the  values  of  the  simulator,  and  not  trying 
to  compare  exactly  to  the  real  world.  The  other  thing  would  be  at  the  end  of  the  accel/decel  where 
udien  you  really  to  have  a  little  bit  more  of  a  feedback  of  the  things  that  you  know  to  be  down 
at  the  end  of  the  yellow  stripe.  It’d  be  kind  of  nice  to  look  down  there  and  sort  of  see  them  at 
perceptive  scale.  My  experience  today  seems  to  be  that  I’m  slowing  down  a  little  bit  too  early,  but 
I  pli^  the  game,  and  I  just  want  to  try  to  do  is  not  take  the  input  out  Once  I’ve  got  the  input  in 
tlMsre,  and  it  looks  like  it’s  going  to  slow  down,  but  not  as  aggressively  as  I  would  like,  I  just  ride  with 
it  rather  than  try  to  mess  with  it  because  I  know  that  it  will  coast  in  there,  come  to  a  stop  short  of 
the  line,  and  I  stop  seeing  the  pylons.  On  some  level.  I’m  sort  of  on  autopilot  I’m  tal^g  a  wild 
guess  at  it  Well,  I  know  this  will  be  j\ist  about  right  I’m  not  doing  it  fiom  the  cueing.  It’d  be  nice 
to  have  those  cues  to  look  at,  but  it  would  be  kind  of  hard  to  generate  them  though. 

\ 

BascHne  Configuration  (Modillcd  Motjon) 

Run  620  fHoverV  The  task  goes  quite  well,  and  the  travel  over  to  the  cones  is  done  smoothty. 
I  don’t  see  any  problems  with  controL  The  most  difficult  thing  about  the  task  is  getting  it  set  up 
so  that  you’re  exactly  on  20  feet  v«^ere  the  radar  altimeter  says  you  have  plus  or  minus  two  to  work 
with..  Once  again  we’re  seeing  the  indication  here,  plus  or  minus  1  foot  That  makes  it  a  little  bit 
mote  difficulL  I  find  that  just  a  good  crosscheck  between  the  cones,  checkerboard  in  front  for  lateral 
alignment,  using  One  of  the  lines  between  the  squares,  and  a  quick  check  back  for  the  radar  altitude, 
and  you  can  maintain  a  very  precise  hover  with  no  problems  at  all  I  don’t  see  any  motion  cueing 
problems.  I  can  sense  that  something  is  happening  there.  I  have  roughly  the  same  feeling  I  did  the 
last  time  I  flew  this  that  there’s  a  slight,  very  subtle  increase  in  the  value  of  the  motion  system. 
There’s  something  about  it  that  is  just  a  little  bit  better  for  me  I  think.  I  can’t  tell  you.  I  can’t  put 
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my  finger  on  what  it  is,  but  it  just  looks  like  the  task  gets  done  in  a  way  that  it  gives  you  more 
acceptable  feedback.  Something  about  your  judgment  of  the  goodness  of  it  is  more  comfortable.  It’s 
either  the  feel  on  the  seat  of  the  pants  or  the  correlation  between  motion  and  the  eye,  it’s  hard  to 
tell.  1  can’t  put  my  finger  on  it,  but  it  seems  to  work  out  quite  well.  As  far  as  the  rating  is 
concerned:  Gsrtainly  very  controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload.  Satisfactory  it  is.  I’ll  give  you  a 
2  for  this.  Pilot  compensation  required  to  get  desir^  performance?  As  soon  as  you  would  stabilize 
the  hover,  you  have  to  put  some  effort  in  to  figuring  out  where  you’re  at,  and  you  tend  to  modulate 
the  controls.  The  control  inputs  are  so  small  that  it’s  like  no  work,  and  it’s  not  a  high  mental 
workload  to  try  to  calculate  exactly  what  it  takes.  There’s  no  feverish  darting  around  the  controls  to 
maintain  a  good  hover  so  I  think  that  2  is  certainly  a  good  rating. 

Now,  the  VCRs:  Aggressive  and  precise  corrections  with  confidence  and  precision  is  good? 
Once  again,  there’s  not  that  much  aggression  involved  in  this  task.  The  precision  certainly  was  good, 
I  had  no  hesitation  to  be  assertive  with  the  controls,  but  that  just  wasn’t  necessary  so  I  give  you  a  1 
for  that  Horizontal  translational  rate?  It  seem  to  be  quite  acceptable.  The  transfer  over  to  the 
cones  as  well  as  just  the  movement  locally  around  the  cones  gives  a  good  sense  of  motion,  and  it 
seems  to  be  a  go^  reasonable  ability  to  zero  out  any  translational  rates  that  I  can  see,  so  I  give  that 
also  a  1.  Vertical  translational  rate,  the  same  comments  as  last  time.  Fm  not  using  the  visual  picture 
for  vertical  positioning.  I’m  using  the  radar  altimeter,  and  in  that  respect  I  find  that  I  have  pretty 
good  control  of  the  vertical  axis  within  plus  or  minus  one  foot  I  have  good  resolution  of  the  vertical 
controller,  and  there’s  certainly  no  problem  in  maintaining  it  I  guess  you  get  I’s  straight  across 
there.  I’m  not  sure  what  to  say  about  the  fact  that  the  I’s  are  like  a  half  a  rating  better  than  the  l.S’s 
I  gave  you  the  other  day,  but  I  think  in  spite  of  the  fact  that’s  it  hard  to  break  out  the  differences, 
I  think  I’ll  let  them  stand  as  these  seem  slightly  better.  I  do  perceive  an  improvement,  however  slight 

Run  621  fLaodingl.  The  execution  of  the  task  is  the  same  as  last  time.  I  don’t  know  whether 
it’s  the  motion  system  combined  with  the  visuals  or  whatever  subtlety  might  be  there,  but  I  find  that 
I  have  a  little  better  control  down  close  to  the  cones.  I  also  find  that  I’m  trying  to  do  the  task  a  little 
bit  more  slowfy.  It’s  really  made  it  an  opened  end  task  as  far  as  precision  is  concerned  by  not  putting 
any  time  constraints  on  it  If  the  idea  really  is  to  drive  down  the  imagined  glide  slope  tetween  your 
eye  ball  and  that  cone,  it’s  not  all  that  hard  to  do  especially  if  you’ve  taking  your  time,  and  trying  to 
be  real  precise  with  it  Once  again  the  task  is  a  little  bit  different  than  the  landing  task  could  be. 
It  truly  is  a  three  dimensional  task  instead  of  a  slightly  different  level  than  a  normal  climbing  descend 
would  be.  It’s  done  exceptionally  well.  I  think  the  altitudes  are  right  on.  The  precision  in  the 
window  was  certainly  satisfactory.  No  high  workload  involved.  No  high  control  rates.  It  seems  to 
be  a  nice,  very  well  controlled  task  as  I  see  it  As  far  as  the  rating  is  concerned:  It’s  controllable. 
Acceptable  pilot  workload.  Certainly  satisfactory.  Pilot  compensation  a  factor  for  desired 
performance?  I  would  not  say  that’s  ^e  case  here.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required.  The 
highest  workload  effort  here  is  not  in  vertical  control,  you’re  using  your  radar  altimeter  for  that,  but 
in  judging  how  much  roll  and  aft  stick  you  need  to  be  able  to  compensate  for  the  changing  perceptive 
of  the  cones  as  you  climb  in  altitude.  That’s  wdiere  the  workload  comes  in  so  there’s  a  3  for  that 

Now  the  VCR's:  Attitude  is  good.  Do  a  1  there.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  a  1.5  for  that 
Vertical  translational  rate  is  the  same  so  I  guess  well  end  up  giving  you  a  1  for  that  It’s  kind  of  a 
strange  thing,  I  have  to  say  that  I  have  a  sense  of  rate  when  I’m  looking  down  at  the  cones,  and  not 
looking  into  the  cockpit  I  sense  udiat  the  speed  was  doing,  but  I  have  no  sense  of  measurement 
If  you  asked  me  to  guess  what  the  altitude  would  be  I  couldn’t  tell  you,  but  I  do  have  what  I  thinir 
is  an  acceptable  sense  of  the  change,  the  changing  state  of  the  aircraft  I  just  could  not  tell  you  how 
well  it  matches  with  some  pre-imposed  standard  that  I’m  supposed  to  meet  As  far  as  the  cueing  is 
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concerned  I  think  it's  actualfy  pretty  good  So,  let’s  make  that  a  U  instead  of  a  one  for  the  vertical 
translational  rate. 


Runs  622  and  623  fPirouetteV  All  sense  of  control  seems  to  be  pretty  appropriate  given  that 
lateral  rate  is  set  up.  They’re  easy  to  accomplish,  and  th^  seem  to  be  fairly  easy  to  maintain 
consistency  in  lateral  rates  which  I  Gnd  good  for  this.  Also,  the  beading  wanders  around  a  little  bit, 
but  rather  than  oscillate  back  and  forth  it  tends  to  diverge  at  some  point,  drop  some  point,  and  that’s 
purely  a  function  of  how  much  attention  you  put  on  it  I  find  that  just  a  little  bit  of  rudder  pedal 
input  at  start  gets  it  pretty  weU  set  up,  and  it  stays  there  through  most  of  the  run.  Timing  is  purely 
a  function  of  how  much  you  want  to  rush  it  I  think  I  could  probably  take  a  few  seconds  off  it,  and 
still  do  it  okty.  There  really  isn’t  much  to  practice.  You  could  do  this  thing  with  no  practice  on  it 
You  could  probabty  do  it  in  35  seconds,  and  have  no  problems  with  it  We  were  able  to  do  it  in  45 
seconds.  As  far  as  the  rating  is  concerned:  It  certai^  k  controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload? 
Satisfactory  it  is.  I  guess  I  end  up  giving  you  a  3.  It’s  fair.  The  problem  here  is  between  fair,  and 
some  mildty  unpleasant  deficiencies.  I  don’t  really  see  any  unpleasant  deficiencies,  but  I  do  find  that 
it  takes  a  certain  amount  pilot  compensation  to  be  able  to  make  it  all  work.  The  test  thing  is  to  draw 
the  line  between  what’s  compensation,  and  what  would  be  a  normal  workload.  Actually,  if  you  don’t 
mind  splitting  it  let’s  make  it  a  2-1/1 

VGR’s:  Attitude  is  1.  Horizontal  translational  rates,  make  that  1-1/1  The  trick  is  to  be  able 
to  stay  right  on  the  line.  There’s  a  lot  of  things  wrapped  up  in  how  easily  that  gets  done.  Part  of 
it  is  tte  field  of  view  you  have.  Part  of  it  is  your  orientation  of  the  circle.  Part  of  it  is  the  fact  that 
you  have  stiyed  within  lines.  There’s  a  whole  bunch  of  things  that  factor  in  to  that,  but  just 
generally,  I  tl^  th^re  pretty  good  so  a  1-1/2  there.  Vertical  translational  rate,  I  didn’t  really  sense 
mudi  of  a  rate.  The  vehicle  is  pretty  stable.  It  has  reasonable  damping  quickly  so  it  stays  where  you 
put  it  without  a  vhole  lot  of  extra  effort  It’s  almost  like  you’re  not  putting  in  much  effort  in 
controlling  it  Aggression  is  certainly  not  appropriate  here;  however,  precision  is  a  good  word. 
Precision  is  quite  good  so  I  think  I  would  end  up  giving  you  probabty  a  1-1/2  for  that  The  reason 
for  the  1/2,  it’s  not  perfect  You  still  end  up  getting  a  lot  of  your  cues  from  some  secondary  mode. 
I  think  looking  out  at  the  ^linder  that’s  in  front  of  you  on  the  pole  there,  it’s  almost  a  radar 
altuneter.  It’s  not  what  you  would  consider  a  normal  attitude  cue.  It  truly  is  a  direct  feedback  of 
altitude  so  I  think  that’s  the  thing  that  makes  the  altitude  eaty  to  handle.  If  it  weren’t  for  that,  and 
the  radar  altimeter,  I  think  that  you  would  find  people  sliding  off  of  altitude  more  easity. 

Run  624  fSlaloml.  This  is  the  first  task  where  I  think  I  see  a  negative  difference  in  the  motion 
tystem.  Everything  else  has  been  very  smooth.  I  found  in  the  practice  runs  that  this  particular  run 
made  sort  a  ratchety  motion  as  you’re  making  your  course  from  the  straightawty.  You  feel  nothing, 
but  as  you  start  making  your  turns,  I  feel  it’s  the  motion  base  combined  with  the  visual  I  feel  a  little 
stq|>piiiess,  and  1  feel  a  little  bit  61  hesitation  in  that  motion  base.  I  know  that  in  one  of  the  slalom 
runs,  I  did  hh  a  lateral  stop  vdien  I  realty  was  not  aggressivety  handling  the  aircraft,  but  simply  just 
pusldng  it  through  the  p^ns.  There’s  just  something  about  it  that’s  less  smooth  than  the  other  tasks 
havebeen.  Of  course,  it  certainty  was  at  a  higher  speed  too.  I  don’t  know  what  to  say  about  it  other 
than  Fm  sensing  something  that  is  different  It  is  not  quite  as  good  as  it  has  been.  Fm  too  far  gone 
from  the  last  motion  configuration  to  teU  you  vhether  it’s  realty  different  from  that  configuration  or 
any  worse.  The  best  I  can  do  is  just  bring  it  up.  Let’s  see:  Airspeed  control  35  knots  through  most 
of  it,  I  might  have  hit  34  at  one  point,  then  the  last  couple  of  p^ns  I  get  up  to  40.  I  guess  that’s 
satisfactory.  Altitude  is  very  easy  to  maintain.  That’s  not  a  problem.  It’s  great  cueing  on  the  side 
of  the  pjdons.  One  doesn’t  have  to  worry  about  that  Rating:  Is  it  controllable?  It  is.  Tolerable 
(rilot  workload?  It  is.  Satisfactory?  It  is.  I’d  probabty  give  you  a  3.  The  workload  here,  minimal 


pilot  compensation  is  in  airspeed  control  I  still  Gnd  it  kind  of  hard  to  get  any  sense  in  changing  my 
airspeed  as  a  function  of  attitude.  If  you  asked  me  to  jerk  the  aircraft  around,  I  could  tell  you  that 
I  get  real  good  cueing  about  the  attitudes  that  I’m  getting  out  of  it  while  I’m  trying  to  be  aggressive. 
It’s  real  hard  to  feel  that  you’re  getting  precision,  and  I  don’t  really  have  much  of  a  sense  of  airspeed 
control  here.  I  find  that  I  get  35  to  40  knots  without  really  thinking  about  getting  any  speed  up. 

VCR’s:  Attitude?  On  a  large  scale  level  I  say  it’s  good;  but,  when  trying  to  get  down  to  small 
enough  judgments  in  attitude  to  make  predictable  changes  in  airspeed,  that  I  can’t  pick  out  I’m  not 
quite  sure  how  to  use  your  chart,  but  let’s  try  to  put  a  perspective  irt  I  think  on  this  task,  it’s  better 
to  give  you  a  rating  of  3  because  what  we’re  really  doing  is  using  your  scale  for  this  task  for  those 
things  which  are  important  I  think  airspeed  is  important  even  more  so  than  just  gross  overall 
attitude  in  the  large  scale.  You  get  a  3  there  for  attitude.  Horizontal  translational  rates?  Once 
again,  I  don’t  have  a  sense  for  making  precise  corrections.  It’s  more  of,  lean  on  the  control  slightly, 
put  a  little  pressure  on  it,  and  see  what  happens.  To  some  degree,  that’s  vdiat  you  do  in  the  aircraft 
as  well.  Here  I  don’t  get  the  same  sense  of  feedback  so  I  don’t  know  vdien  to  take  it  out  I  see  40 
knots  here.  To  be  honest,  I  don’t  know  what  to  do  with  it  I  don’t  know  ix^ether  to  breathe  on  the 
stick,  and  try  to  pull  aft  a  little  bit,  or  just  wait  The  control  technique  is  don’t  mess  with  it  Don’t 
try  to  get  in  the  loop  because  you’ll  probably  screw  it  up.  If  you’ll  take  that  as  a  reasonable 
description  of  how  it’s  done  then  you  probably  end  up  with  cues  that  make  limited  X  directions  with 
confidence,  and  precision  is  only  fair.  Actusdfy,  I  think  that’s  a  little  too  damning  so  let’s  strike  an 
average  between  good  and  fair  and  make  it  a  rating  of  2  for  the  horizontal  translational  rate.  Vertical 
translational  rate?  Once  again,  I  don’t  have  much  of  a  sense  of  it  based  on  the  checkerboard,  but 
I  get  a  real  good  sense  of  vertical  displacement  based  on  the  striping  on  the  pylons.  In  that  case,  I 
think  you  have  to  say  for  the  vertical  translational  rates  the  cueing  is  good,  and  the  control  is  pretty 
decent  I  don’t  have  any  problems  sensing  an  ability  to  drive  myself  up  and  down  the  bands  as  I  go 
from  one  pylon  to  the  next  I’ll  give  you  a  rating  of  1  for  the  vertical  translational  rate. 

Run  625  fBobup/DownY  A  lot  of  your  description  of  your  performance  depends  a  lot  on  how 
you  do  the  tasL  It’s  actually  kind  of  broad  in  some  very  significant  areas.  First  of  aU,  I  don’t  see  any 
power  indication  in  here  so  probably  oh  some  level  you’re  looking  at  an  aircraft  with  an  idealized 
torque  limiting  system.  Otherwise,  you  can  just  pull  max  out  of  it  I  never  really  know  what  I’m 
doing  in  terms  of  power,  rotor  rpm.  If  I  get  it  estimated  just  right  I  come  right  out  on  the  point,  and 
I  could  just  bring  the  collective  to  a  stable  point,  the  airo^t  is  stable,  and  boom  —  right  back  down. 
That’s  really  perfect  The  rest  of  the  time,  I  find  that  I  overshoot  by  a  little  bit  about  25%  of  the 
time.  The  other  25%  of  the  time,  I  get  up  there,  I  think  I’ve  got  it  stabilized,  and  I  see  myself 
drifting  ofl^  and  take  another  second  and  a  half  to  bring  it  back  into  limits,  and  then  zip  back  down. 
In  some  ways  it’s  kind  of  a  flake  task  in  terms  of  12  seconds  because  I  can  shave  a  second  here  or 
there.  If  I  really  want  to  be  precise  with  it  I  can  pi^  a  couple  of  extra  half  secomfr  or  full  seconds 
in  getting  it  just  right,  and  I  go  over  the  limit.  Thm’s  a  lot  of  judgement  involved  on  how  you  look 
at  the  ratings.  Generally  the  task  is  done  quite  well  It’s  realty  a  good  vertical  control  XY  position 
of  the  aircraft  although  not  perfect  It  seems  to  be  pretty  well  controlled  considering  that  I’m  not 
putting  a  lot  of  effort  in  to  the  aircraft.  I  have  a  sense  of  the  aircraft  staying  pretty  much  in  the  same 
place.  When  you  see  a  certain  sight  out  there  you '  Jiow  that  you’re  right  about  15  feet  and  it’s  real 
easy  to  pull  the  collective  bade  in,  and  you  oscillate  jdus  or  minus  3  feet  The  sense  of  it  is  real  good. 
What  I  find  surprising  fr  that  the  timing  is  considmbty  better  this  time  than  on  Configuration  A. 
It’s  like  we  never  went  over  time,  and  we  got  the  task  dme  on  an  average  of  one  to  two  seconds  less 
tini#»  It’s  controllable.  Adequate  with  a  tolerable  pflot  workload.  Satisfactory,  I’d  say  it  is.  AUpOot 
is  to  be  aUe  to  estimate  at  the  top.  The  most  difficult  thing  is  to  get  the  power  set 
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just  right  so  you  cruise  right  up  on  the  point,  stop  it,  consider  yourself  stable  and  get  away  from  it 
That's  where  the  pilot  compensation  comes  in,  I  gh«  a  rating  of  3. 

[For  VCRs:]  Attitude  cues?  I  actually  think  they're  quite  good.  I  find  that  I’m  amazed  that 
on  this  checkerboard  I  can  get  by  with  a  fairly  aggressive  maneuvering,  and  not  find  myself  floating 
around  on  the  checkerboard  too  much.  I  think  that’s  a  good  indication  that  an  attitude  is  going  well 
I  don’t  have  a  good  sense  of  controlling  precisely  at  the  top.  It’s  just  that  I  don’t  mess  with  the 
controls,  the  aircraft  even  with  a  rate  system  in  it  seems  to  stay  pretty  stable  so  I  think  I’ll  give  you 
a  1-1/2.  Horizonal  translation  rate?  Probably  1-1/2.  I  do  find  myself  cruising  up  probably,  1/2  a 
square  or  one  square,  so  on  some  level  I’d  like  to  be  able  to  knock  down  that  translation  a  little  bit, 
but  there’s  two  wi^  at  looking  at  it  It’s  not  bad,  in  general,  in  turns  of  big  numbers.  The  problem 
is  that  I  don’t  perceive  myself  moving.  This  has  to  do  with  inability  to  sense  much  of  a  checkerboard 
orientation  v^en  you’re  at  the  top.  Now  you  don’t  really  get  gpod  strong  cues  as  to  uriuit  your 
translations  are,  so  the  worst  I’ll  do  there  is  a  1-1/2.  Vertical  translational  rate?  I  thought  it  was 
pretty  good.  The  sense  of  vertical  motion  is  leaDy  good.  The  difficulty  in  doing  the  task  is  not 
something  in  motion,  but  being  able  to  control  it  knowing  the  dynamics  of  the  vehicle.  They  certainly 
give  good  feedback,  especially  at  the  top,  and  actually  good  feedback  at  the  bottom.  Vertical 
translational  rates,  FU  give  you  a  1  for  that 

Run  626  fDash/Oujckston.!  Once  again,  the  task  essentialty  is  a  no-brainer.  You  have  a  real 
good  IP  positkui,  25  feet,  10  degrees  nose  down,  bleeding  off  to  about  7  degrees.  Once  you  have 
the  acceleration  gdng,  it  gets  you  60  knots  right  about  the  center  of  the  line.  I’m  finding  that  I’m 
sort  of  changing  the  way  I’m  looking  at  the  end  there.  I  find  that  the  task  doesn’t  look  nearly  as 
difficult  as  it  has  in  the  past  during  the  other  simulations.  I  actually  see  this  being  a  little  bit  easier 
to  do  than  the  last  time  when  I  did  Configuration  A.  There’s  actually  a  lot  of  room  down  there  to 
do  your  final  deceleration,  so  if  you  kill  off  your  first  30  or  40  knots  on  your  way  to  the  last  pjdon 
then  sorting  it  out  at  the  end  it  works  out  fi^  You  can  easily  stop  from  going  over  the  line  to  get 
the  p^on  out  of  the  right  window  with  no  problem,  and  be  in  a  nice  stable  situation  at  the  end  so 
I  find  myself  being  very  comfortable  with  the  maneuver.  Rating,  let’s  see:  Controllable?  It  is. 
Tolerable  pilot  workload.  Yes.  It’s  certainly  satisfactory.  I’m  finding  that  you've  given  me  a  large 
spectrum  for  altitude  change.  It  seems  like  you  could  do  it  within  plus  or  minus  five  without  any 
great  amount  of  «kni  involved  here,  ^th  a  little  bit  more  practice,  I  think  you’d  probably  do  it  plus 
or  minus  a  couj^  I’m  actually  surprised  the  aircrafr  doesn’t  balloon  more  from  60  knots  as  you’re 
pulling  the  stmk  back,  but  I  won’t  argue  with  vdiat  you  have  here.  It  seems  like  you  can  stay  25  feet 
plus  or  minus  five  throughout  the  vriiole  task,  and  that  is  quite  acceptable.  That’s  actualty  the  highest 
woridoad  part  (ff  it  All  of  the  numbers  are  very  good.  The  amount  of  effort  involved  is  probably 
like  tninifnal  pilot  compensation  because  it’s  kind  of  hard  to  do  that  with  what  the  aircraft’s  doing. 
When  I  look  out  and  see  the  changing  attitude  of  the  aircraft  I  have  a  sense  that  Pm  really 
ballnoning,  and  I  kxric  down  at  the  altimeter  and  see  that  I  have  gained  more  than  five  or  six  feet 
from  the  point  at  which  I  started  the  deceleration.  I  find  that  surprising,  but  once  again  that’s  the 
number  so  111  take  it  the  wity  it  is.  Okay,  the  ratmg  is  3. 

•Attitude  cues?  I  feel  13ce  I  can  be  precise  with  h.  Let’s  give  it  a  1  there.  Horizontal 
translatkmal  rate?  Once  again,  I  can’t  tell  you  vdiat  the  rates  are.  I  could  look  at  the  airspeed 
indicator,  and  I  find  that  Tm  accelerating.  I  don’t  get  strong  cues  from  the  board,  though.  In  terms 
the  amual  control  of  it,  Fm  not  really  controDing  airspeed,  Fm  controlling  attitude  here.  I’m  just 
trying  to  set  an  attitude  that  looks  like  you’re  going  to  get  60  knots  at  the  point  where  the  color 
(m  the  yellow  stripe.  That’s  actually  what  the  control  task  is  as  I  see  it  How  are  we 
cratrollirig  horizontal  translatkmal  rates?  I  think  we’re  doing  pretty  good.  We’re  being  precise  at 


the  end  I  don’t  think  that  the  end  game  is  terribly  demanding.  It  seems  to  work  out  okay.  Let’s 
give  you  1.5  for  the  horizontal  translational  rate  cues.  Vertical  translational  rates,  seem  to  be  able 
to  be  aggressive.  Precision  seems  to  be  good  I’m  a  little  bit  ofif  by  the  perception  I  have.  If  I  wasn’t 
looking  at  the  radar  altimeter  it  would  lead  me  to  try  to  overcontrol  it  so  I’m  going  to  give  you  1.5 
for  the  vertical  translational  rate. 

Run  627  fSidestenl.  That’s  the  best  run  so  far  on  the  lateral  sidestep.  Part  of  the  goodness 
of  the  maneuver  comes  from  just  getting  a  sense  of  ^ere  you  want  all  the  visual  cues  to  be.  I  have 
a  hard  time  not  encroaching  upon  the  front  side  of  tte  line  so  as  I  keep  doing  these  more 
aggressive^.  In  the  morning  I  had  a  tendency  to  sort  of  push  forward  to  the  line  then  smoothly  roll 
in  to  the  angle  of  the  bank,  getting  pretty  ckM  to  what  you  wanted  in  terms  of  speed.  Getting  toll 
angles  of  at  least  15  to  20  degrees,  looked  fairfy  good  Very  good  precision  in  rolling  out  It’s 
probably  like  a  third  of  a  square  sl^  of  being  all  the  way  to  the  right  hand  side.  Going  to  left,  I 
think  I  got  it  pretty  close  to  right  on  the  line,  and  back  on  the  center,  I  thought  we  were  pretty  much 
on  the  line,  both  terms  of  the  lateral  positioning  and  the  tongitudinal  positioning.  Longitudinal 
positioning  was  much  better  than  I’ve  done  on  aity  of  the  other  sidesteps  in  the  past.  It  was  a 
comfortable  maneuver,  and  I  thought  the  precision  was  certainly  acceptable.  Altitude  were  plus  or 
minus  five  feet  It’s  controllable.  Certainly  tolerable  pilot  workload  Satisfactoty?  Yes  it  is.  No 
pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance?  That’s  the  most  difiScult  part  of  the  task  for 
me,  preventing  the  forward  translation  it  seemed  to  just  faU  into.  It’s  something  about  the  visual 
perceptive  that  I  want  to  slide  forward  and  1  have  to  keep  thinking  about  feeding  it  a  little  bit  of  aft 
stick  or  at  least  thinking  in  that  direction  to  keq)  myself  on  the  line.  That  eaqilains  the  3. 

\^sual  cues:  Attitude,  I’ve  had  too  matty  problems  with.  Precision  seems  to  be  acceptable.  I 
see  a  little  bit  of  lateral  hobbling.  I  perceive  a  little  bit  of  a  confusion  factor  between  the  motion 
base,  ndiich  tends  to  be  a  little  bit  wis^  washy  laterally,  and  the  visual  scene,  and  the  stick  dynamics, 
so  I’m  sort  of  getting  all  three  of  them  a  little  bit  out  of  phase  with  each  other.  Still,  this  doesn’t 
prevent  you  from  doing  a  fai^  precise  job  of  tlm  task.  I  can  be  quite  as  aggressive  as  I  would  liirg 
Precision  appears  to  be  good  but  not  quite  as  good  as  I  think  it  should  so  Pm  going  to  end  up  giving 
you  a  2  for  the  attitude  cues.  Horizontal  translational  rates?  I  seemed  to  have  a  good  control  of  the 
rates.  It  was  more  attitude  control  than  it  was  airspeed  control  Fm  looking  for  something  that  feels 
acceptable  rather  than  trying  to  hit  some  number  in  terms  of  lateral  translation  so  it’s  hard  to  know 
v^t  to  measure  it  against  I  feel  that  my  sense  of  control  of  the  rates  is  probably  around  a  1-  1/2. 
Vertical  translational  rates  seemed  to  be  quite  good  and  I  realty  didn’t  mal»  any  great  effort  to  use 
anything  other  than  sort  of  a  subtle  feeling  for  the  board  It  seemed  to  stay  within  the  plus  or  minus 
5  feet  so  I  would  be  inclined  to  give  you  a  1  for  the  vertical  translational  rates.  It  is  a  task  that  very 
easity  can  drive  you  off  your  target  rdtitude,  and  I  was  surprised  by  bow  nicety  we  st^ed  on  it 

[Comment  card:]  Is  ftying  technique  modified  because  you’re  flying  a  simulator?  Not  realty. 
There  are  seme  things  that  are  different,  I  find  that  I  don’t  woric  as  hard  in  the  simulator  to  get  some 
of  these  visual  cues  that  are  measures  of  precision  as  I  should  1  think  it’s  just  the  fact  that 
everything  is  so  soft  You  try  to  fty  between  pjdons,  and  so  what  the  heck,  so  you  do  shave  them  a 
little  dosety.  You  couldn’t  do  that  in  a  hdicopter,  but  you  know  that  you  can  do  it  here  so  you 
actually  change  your  strategy  a  little  bit  because  you  don’t  have  a  rotor  to  worry  about  I  think 
because  in  the  simulation  the  CGI  is  less  vtvki,  and  less  compelling  with  detafl,  I  tend  to  take  it  more 
seriousty.  Even  though  you’ve  woriced  very  hard  to  give  me  straight  lines,  intersections,  and  certainty 
vdume  intersections  on  the  checkerboard  and  things  like  that  I  tend  not  to  take  it  in  nty  woridng 
strategy  quite  as  much  as  I  do  with  a  real  aircraft  Aircraft  response?  I  don’t  think  it  was  necessarily 
crisp.  It’s  not  sluggish.  I  think  the  motfon  cues  are  just  a  tiity  bit  better  on  this  systent  I  would  say, 


yc$,  the  cues  are  valuable  for  control  I  think  it’s  better  than  a  fixed  base  simulation  would  be.  I 
(km’t  know  how  much  better,  but  I  feel  more  comfortable  with  it. 

Slightly  better  than  the  last  configuration.  Configuration  A.  Motion/visual  cues  did  seem  consistent 
I  don’t  think  th^’re  perfect,  but  th^’re  also  not  such  a  mismatch  that  they  create  any  feeling  of 
nausea.  I  guess  that’s  about  it  No  deficiencies  other  than  that  The  scene  just  isn’t  as  compelling 
as  the  real  world  is.  I  think  that  I  have  to  say  that  this  data  base,  as  it’s  set  up  right  now,  is  dam 
good  for  the  tank  that  you  set  up.  I  think  it’s  satisfactoiy  within  the  limitations  of  the  CGI  that  you’re 
working  with.  1  find  the  colors  acceptable.  I  find  that  you  reached  a  really  good  compromise  on  the 
dengn  of  the  checkerboards  so  that  you  don’t  have  every  square  filled.  It’s  useful  but  it  doesn’t 
hammer  you  with  a  lot  of  detail  that  is  hard  to  generate  by  the  computer,  and  may  be  not  that  useful 
Cor  you.  I  think  you’ve  done  a  very  nice  job  of  putting  it  all  together. 

Low.Bandwidth  Rate  System 

[Runs  630  and  631:  Comments  lost] 

Runs  632  and  633  rSlalomV  It’s  certainly  controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload?  It  certainly 
is.  Satisfactruy  without  improvement?  This  is  a  hard  one  to  call  because  I  think  you  can  do  the  task 
with  desired  performance,  and  it’s  not  really  a  sense  of  working  harder  at  it,  it’s  just  an  easy  task. 
It’s  one  of  those  v^re  the  task  has  not  started  to  challenge  you  yet,  so  I  don’t  think  this  task  is 
tweaking  out  performance  diCFerences  in  terms  of  hard  numbers  for  past  performance,  but  it  does 
break  out  a  difference  in  the  perceived  quality  of  the  following  of  the  flight  controls.  You  see  the 
t**k,  it’s  very  straightforward,  and  I  find  ntyself  winding  through  it  I  feel  like  the  aircraft  is  sort  of 
ciucidng  around.  It’s  just  not  a  nice  smooth  trajectcwy.  Although  Fm  getting  desired  performances 
there’s  something  mildly  unpleasant  about  what  I  see.  Somehow  that  foctors  in;  I  don’t  think  that 
factors  in  to  the  numbers.  Here’s  one  place  vdiere  ahcraft  characteristics  are  quite  good.  It’s  minor 
but  aruKtyingdeficwncies,  compared  to  fair  some  mOdiy  unpleasant  defidendes.  In  this  case,  it’ll  give 
us  a  4  with  some  clarity.  Mirior  but  armpying  defidencies  required  moderate  pilot  compensation. 
I’m  not  too  sure  about  the  moderate  pilot  compensation,  but  tte  defidendes  are  aruxiying  because 
th^  give  you  a  sense  of  not  having  direct  one  to  one  control  and  being  able  to  generate  a  smooth 
flight  path,  and  that’s  the  problem.  That’s  why  the  rating  of  4. 

Run  634  fBobun/Downl.  Now  we’re  going  back  to  the  direction  of  not  being  able  to  perceive 
the  differences.  This  task  is  done  actually  quite  well  and  quite  comfortably.  I  did  notice  some 
uncomfortable  sluggishness  going  over  to  the  targets  from  the  IC  position.  I  got  over  there,  and  I 
found  that  just  watching  the  nose  attitude  agaiut  the  horizon,  it  seemed  like  there’s  a  lag  in  it  If 
I  was  guessing  I  would  say  the  prbUem  is  the  lag  in  visual  but  actually  it’s  not  obvious  to  me. 
There’s  something  obviously  wrong,  and  land  of  duggish  about  it,  but  the  diffnoices  aren’t  big 
enough  that  I  can  grandly  point  to  something,  and  ssy  that’s  the  problem.  Actualty  flying  the  task 
works  out  quite  nicely.  I  fourxl  that  in  aU  three  dimfo  there  was  very  little  special  efi^  required. 
Sortiiig  out  vdien  to  stop,  it  seemed  like  it  came  out  right  on  target  It  was  plus  or  minus  1/4  square, 
SAiffetbing  like  that,  and  back  down.  Although  we  hobbled  a  little  bit  vertically,  we  still  were  within 
the  plus  or.  minus  5  feet  limit,  and  quite  comfortable.  It  was  actually  quite  easy  to  Oy.  I  don’t  see 
atty  ^gradation  in  it  over  vdiat  we  were  doing  this  morning.  It’s  controllable.  Tcderable  pilot 
woricload?  It  is.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  It  is.  Pilot  compensation  is  or  is  not  a  fictor 
for  desired  performance?  Actually,  Fm  going  to  give  you  a  2  on  this  because  on  those  three  dau 
runs  they  lodEed  quite  good  to  me.  TlMty’re  comfortable  time-wise,  comfortable  distance-wise,  and 
the  special  control  inputs  required  looked  to  be  satisfactory.  I’ve  got  no  complaints  so  2  is  the  rating. 
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Run  636  (HoverV  I  think  I  saw  a  little  bit  more  oscillation  there.  It’s  hard  to  say.  You  look 
at  it  once,  and  you  see  some  small  things  there  that  aren’t  necessarily  going  to  be  there  the  next  time. 
At  some  level,  I  think  perhaps  I  should  be  making  more  runs  with  the  system  to  sort  of  even  things 
out  to  make  sure  I’m  actually  seeing  everything  that’s  in  the  flight  control  system.  But  we’re  going 
to  take  it  off  this  one.  I  find  myself  having  a  very  difficult  time  ever  totally  stabilizing  the  vehicle. 
Hiat  indicates  to  me  that  there’s  a  delay  some  place,  either  in  the  visual,  in  the  flight  controllers  or 
something.  I’m  just  slightly  out  of  phase  with  it  Not  grossly,  but  enough  to  never  settle  the  aircraft 
down.  That  appears  to  be  mostly  in  pitch.  Very  little  of  it  in  roll  that  I  can  see.  It’s  controllable. 
Tolerable  pilot  workload.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’d  say  no.  Minor  but  armpying 
deficiencies.  The  deficiency  is  the  pitch  response.  A  little  bit  of  lag  in  there  someplace,  and  it 
creates  a  very  difficult  time  in  actually  stabili^g  the  vehicle.  I  don’t  think  it  was  stable  the  whole 
time  I  was  running  the  task.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate  pilot  compensation.  Good 
altitude.  Reasonably  good  position  hold,  but  just  never  had  a  stable  aircr^  This  does  not  look  like 
a  zero-wind  condition.  It  looks  more  like  you’re  out  there  with  5  or  10  knots  of  wind  with  a  rate 
conunand  systent 

Run  637  (Vertical  Translation!.  That  generally  looked  like  a  nice  stable  maneuver  at  the  start 
As  I  started  getting  down  on  the  cones,  and  getting  closer  to  the  ground,  it  actually  looked  like  /cu 
had  a  ground  effect  model  in  here.  As  soon  as  I  started  looking  back  and  forth,  and  not 
concentrating  on  the  plane  in  front  of  me,  I  started  really  hobbling  around.  In  this  case,  it  not  only 
was  longitudinal,  but  also  lateral  It  was  quite  striking  that  I  could  look  away,  and  not  be  able  to  hang 
on  to  the  visual  scene  like  I  thought  I  should.  It  would  be  very  uncomfortable  at  the  bottom. 
Interestingly  enough  I  think  the  performance  stays  at  desired  because  the  altitude  hold  was  okay. 
The  position  was  good.  I  can’t  actually  complain  about  the  actual  performance  of  the  vehicle.  It’s 
just  the  way  that  all  the  oscillations  go  around  it  It’s  controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’d  say  no.  I  think  we’re  back  in  a  4  again.  Minor  but  annoying 
deficiencies.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate  pQot  compensation.  The  rating  is  a  4,  and 
that’s  pretty  accurate. 

Run  638  fSlalomV  I  think  this  task  felt  very  much  like  the  last  slalom.  There’s  a  real  sense  of 
being  out  of  tync  with  the  controls.  You  do  hear  a  lot  more  noise,  you  feel  a  lot  more  transport 
motion.  I  think  because  we’re  getting  more  motion,  and  more  changes  in  the  velocity  of  the  carriage, 
I  actually  pick  that  up.  It’s  not  something  that  I  see  m  the  visual,  and  it’s  not  something  I’m  doing 
with  my  hands.  I  thi^  what’s  happening  is  with  the  lateral  motion  base.  It  really  jumps  out  at  you 
much  more.  It’s  sensed  in  me  as  a  lack  of  coordination  going  on  around  the  p^ns.  For  some 
reason,  I  have  a  tendency  to  be  shaving  them  closer.  The  last  two  times  I  flew  ffie  p^ns,  instead 
of  feeling  comfortable  with  carving  nice  round  turns  to  stay  within  the  three  squares  on  each  side, 
I  find  n^elf  having  a  lack  of  good  predictive  control,  and  shaving  the  pylons  closer.  It’s  still  desired 
performance  as  long  as  I  don’t  hit  them.  What  I  actually  sense  is  Fm  faJ^g  back  from  having  praise 
control  of  it  Once  again,  it  looks  like  a  deity  in  the  visual  tystem  that  causes  me  to  be  driving  the 
aircraft  harder  than  I  have  to  .in  order  to  get  the  performance  out  of  it  that  I  want  Unfortunately 
Fm  bard  pressed  to  tell  you  what’s  actually  going  on.  The  rating:  Certainly  controllable.  Tolerable 
pitot  workload.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  In  this  case,  I  think  I’d  have  to  give  you  a  4. 
Minor  but  annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  performance,  you  get  airspeed,  altitude.  Displacement  is 
okay.  Moderate  pilot  compensation  is  probably  a  good  description  so  the  rating  is  four  again. 


Run  fa9  rBobup/DownV  I  see  a  difference  between  this  bobup  and  the  last  I  expected  on  the 
last  bobup  to  actually  see  some  differences,  and  see  negative  things  in  the  other  task  carried  over  into 
the  bobup,  and  th^  weren’t  there.  It  really  looked  quite  good  here.  I  found  that  eveiything  was  a 
little  off  IdltCT,  and  I  had  a  hard  time  stabilizing  at  the  bottom.  My  abflity  to  anticipate  cleanly  at  the 
tc^  udiere  I  should  stop  was  poor.  I  don’t  think  I  got  one  right  on.  The  j5rst  one  might  have  been 
close.  The  other  two  were  off  by  at  least  half  a  square,  probabfy  no  more.  They  were  good  enough, 
they  were  v^iere  you  wanted  them  to  be,  but  no  great  sense  of  precise  control  I  think  your  criteria 
for  desired  performance  is  actually  quite  wide  here.  You  don’t  h^  to  actually  hold  it  there  for  more 
than  a  second,  or  some  fraction  of  a  second,  just  to  say  that  it’s  stabilized.  Back  down,  I  find  Fm 
having  a  difficult  time  smoothly  pulling  it  to  a  stop  position,  and  not  having  such  large  overshoots. 
This  was  just  a  degradation  of  the  last  time  we  did  t^  bobup.  As  far  as  the  rating:  It  was  certainly 
controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Again  Fd  say  no.  I  think 
you  could  si^  that  you’re  in  the  desired  level  of  performance,  but  moderate  pilot  compensation 
required.  The  hardat  things  are  anticipating  both  the  stop  at  the  top  and  the  stabilization  at  the 
bottom.  On  two  the  three,  I  thought  the  XY  position  was  satisfactory.  The  last  one  actually  crept 
up  a  little  bit  I  don’t  know  w4iat  your  requirements  for  that  are,  but  it  wasn’t  quite  as  goc^  as  it 
should  be.  I  think  a  rating  of  4  is  satisfactory. 
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Run  640  fHoverV  There’s  obviously  a  big  diffnence  in  the  motion  system.  It  must  be  in  a 
comtnned  control  and  visual  system.  I  can  see  a  considerable  lag  in  pitch,  roU,  and  collective.  I  also 
see  an  atvuptness  in  the  directional  axis  aiiich  makes  the  thing  difficult  to  fly.  I  think  the  lag,  as  I 
see  it,  is  fwobably  responsible  for  vdiat  looks  like  a  near<PIO  kind  of  a  small-amplitude,  fairly  low- 
firequemy  oscillation  about  the  hover  point  Fve  seen  it  ever  since  I’ve  been  ffying  this  particular  task 
with  this  ^tem.  Fmbegitming  to  thi^  that  it’s  pretty  consistent  The  dehty  is  eating  me  up.  When 
I  do  the  hover  task,  I  find  that  as  long  as  you  don’t  dhturb  the  aircraft,  you’re  like  any  other  aircraft 
in  a  zero-wind  oorulition.  You  wiU  protebly  stay  fairly  stable,  but  as  soon  as  you  start  trying  to 
correct  for  small  dianges,  it’s  very  eaty  to  get  into  a  kmgitudinal  oscillatory  type  mode  that  never 
really  got  atty  better.  It’s  the  first  time,  I  think,  I’ve  ever  had  realty  serious  problems  with  the  altitude 
control  Throughout  here,  I  don’t  think  we  get  mote  than  four  feet  aw^,  but  in  the  past  we’ve  been 
iMe  to  halt  two  quite  nicety.  In  here,  vdien  you  get  into  the  swinging  osdllation,  you  find  that  you 
start  chasing  a  little  bit  with  the  power  lever  in  collective.  The  longer  you  fty  it,  the  mme  you  upset 
h.  The  more  you  upset  it,  the  worse  it  gets.  It  is  quite  hard  to  correct  for.  Okay,  let’s  see,  the 
rating:  It’s  controllable.  Adequate?  Yes  it  is.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  definitely  say 
na  I  don't  think  you  have  dented  performance.  This  is  the  first  one  that  I  would  take  out  for 
altitude  contrc^  I  think  we  probably  maintained  the  XY  position  satisfactority.  The  altitude  control 
imd  the  resulting  altitude  deviations,  were  down  in  Uie  adequate  cat^r^.  I  would  say  that 
moderatety  obje^kmaUe  defidendes  was  ptobabty  accurate.  Adequate  performance  requires 
oonsideraUe  |»lot  compensation.  That’s  a  S,  that’s  probably  quite  accurate. 

Rim  641  tVertical  TranslationV  Vertical  landing  task  shows  the  same  problems  that  were 
^  the  hover.  Th^’re  even  worse  because  to  get  into  pitdi,  roU,  and  collective  axes,  you  just 
ffMhe  the  straight  line  descent  imd  descend  to  the  target  I  found  out  in  this  task  you  start  to  expose 
lateral  PIO  as  wdl  as  the  kmgitudinaL  I  found  th^  were  fsr  more  difficult  to  be  precise  for  the 
aircraft  I  could  not  stabflize  the  aircraft  long  enough  in  pitch  and  roll  to  get  a  good  estimate  of  uhat 
the  line  of  styht  was  with  respect  to  the  vehide.  You  look  at  the  target  you’re  trying  to  figure  out 
is  it.attitude  or  rfisfriacement  that  you’re  looking  at  In  this  kind  of  task,  you’ve  got  to  get  the  attitude 
staMKred  so  that  the  perspective  of  the  target  is  constant  so  tlmn  you  know  how  to  drive  up  and 


down  that  line  to  keep  the  targets  in  the  same  spot  Here,  because  you’re  bobbing  around  so  much 
it’s  very  difficult  to  determine  exactty  where  that  line  is  at  Geoeraify  not  a  veiy  well  executed 
maneuver.  It's  hard  to  envision  in  comparison  to  most  others  that  you  Iroked  at  The  vehicle  is  still 
controllable.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  workload?  Just  marginally.  You  can 
still  do  the  task.  The  divisional  attitude  that  I  think  Cooper  and  Harper  had,  I  think  that  you  could 
say  that  you  can  still  get  adequate  performance  out  of  it  even  though  you  spent  a  lot  of  time 
oscillating  around.  Certainly  not  satisfactory  without  improvement  Veiy  objectionable  but  tolerable 
deflciencies  is  probabfy  accurate.  Adequate  performance  required  extensive  pilot  compensation.  I 
give  you  a  rating  of  6. 

Run  642  fSlalomt  This  task  really  points  out  the  deficiencies  in  the  lateral  system,  maybe  even 
lateral/directionaL  It’s  kind  of  hard  to  tell  what  you’re  doing.  The  first  thing  that  is  obvious  is  that 
the  carriage  the  cab  is  spending  a  lot  more  time  in  motion.  You  can  hear  the  gear  noise  much 
more  audibty,  and  the  ^tem  seems  to  have  sort  of  a  tick  in  it  You  can  feel  it  sort  of  clicking  down 
the  tracL  Fm  not  sure  that’s  the  sort  of  thing  that  is  unique  in  the  configuration,  but  maybe  it’s 
smnething  that’s  kind  of  a  module  in  the  simulator  today.  Fve  not  heard  that  before,  but  during  the 
practice  runs  I  could  hear  kind  of  a  ratchet  sound  as  I  traveled  up  and  down  laterally.  When  you  do 
the  slalom  you  get  a  real  sense  of  being  out  of  turn  coordination.  There  was  35  knots,  a^  you 
should  be  able  to  very  smoothly  wind  the  airoaft  through  the  p^ns.  If  I  was  trying  to  fty  a  real 
aircraft,  v^t  I  would  feel  is  that  I  was  trying  to  skid  the  turns.  It  would  be  like  you  were  throwing 
the  tail  out  in  each  one  oi  the  turns.  As  you  sweep  through  you  swing  the  tafl  far  more  to  the 
outskfe  in  eadi  turn  than  would  be  required  to  have  a  coordinated  maneuver.  You  really  feel  that 
here.  Fm  not  looking  down  at  the  ball  so  I  can’t  tell  v^ther  you’re  actually  sensing  that  meeting 
seme  semblance  of  lateral  acceleration  in  o  the  ball  or  just  allowing  me  to  esqrerience  it  It’s 
unoomftrrtable.  It  gives  you  a  poor  sense  of  lateral/directional  coordination.  I  can’t  say  that  it’s 
actually  dwuptive  ^  your  senses  or  rmuseating,  but  it’s  just  uncomfortable.  It  tells  you  that  the 
vehicle  is  t»t  flying  the  same  way  it  appears  to  be  flying  in  the  visual  system.  I  think  airspeed  control 
was  inet^  good  right  up  to  the  point  where  I  started  it,  and  I  dropp^  it  by  a  couple  of  knots  tight 
back.  I  think  we  held  airspeed  there  reasonably  good  through  the  course.  Altitude  was  very 
constant  The  3  square  requirement  is  actually  not  a  problem  here.  The  performance  I  think  turns 
<nit  to  be  desired.  The  problem  is  that  the  thing  doesn’t  fly  veiy  well  Controllable.  Tolerable  pilot 
woridoad?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  would  si^  no.  Aircraft  deficiencies  or 
diaracteiistks?  This  is  fffobably  the  only  place  it  will  show  up.  Minor  but  annoying  deficKjincies. 
This  is  almost  one  of  tliM  that  I’d  like  to  give  it  4-1/2.  Let  me  think  about  it  Well,  I  don’t  know 
quite  bow  to  use  the  scale  here.  I  find  that  the  actual  performance  of  it  is  desired.  Minor  but 
annoying  deficiencies  is  probably  a  little  bit  understated.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate 
pilot  conqiensation.  Pilot  compensation  isn’t  really  a  large  fKtor  h^  It  doesn’t  prevent  you  from 
flying  the  vehicle  through  the  sim|de  task.  This  task  is  simple  so  I  think  vdiat  you’re  seeing  is  a 
reasond^  d^raded  fli^t  control  wyitem  with  a  task  that  doesn’t  cxpo»c  h.  You  end  up  getting 
desired  p^ormance  out  of  it  You  find  the  lateral  motion  that  you’re  putting  in  the  cab,  I  find  to 
be  uncomfortable,  and  inappropriate  to  the  task,  but  it  doesn’t  prevent  me  frw  doing  the  task.  It 
looks  like  a  rating  of  4  is  the  e^  result  of  all  that  The  lateral  motion  is  inappropriate  to  vdiat  the 
aircraft  is  do^  going  throu^  the  slalom.  Rest  of  all,  I  don’t  think  the  washouts  are  very  good.  You 
fed  a  tremendous  amount  of  lethargic  sort  of  large  amplitude  motion  that’s  inappropriate  to  the  t»*k 
You  don’t  really  see  the  aircraft  dcung  that  What  you’re  feeling  is  a  sort  of  thing  that  would,  in  a 
real  worid,  result  in  having  the  aircraft  doing  large  out-of-track  maneuvers.  I  just  want  to  make  the 
comment  that  I  don’t  see  the  aircraft  doing  that  as  it  goes  through  the  p^ons.  I  ceitainly  feel  it  in 
the  seat  of  my  pants,  and  of  course,  you  hear  this  ponderous  rolling  back  and  forth  of  the  motion 
base. 


Biifi  An  /TIfAun/Down').  In  this  task,  what  appears  to  be  a  delay  seems  to  factor  into  it  I 
fiwnd  that  it  teemed  like  the  doser  the  delay,  the  onset  of  dimb  rate  was  harder  to  detect  The  best 
cue  for  how  fast  you’re  climbing  is  to  see  the  crossbar,  and  not  going  up  to  the  wires,  at  least  for  me. 
I  found  that  it  was  real  easy  to  put  too  much  power  in,  and  leave  it  in  too  long.  At  the  time  I  finalty 
the  crossbars,  when  th^  came  in  to  the  field  of  view,  I  slipped  right  past  them.  Much  more 
of  a  problem  of  overshooting  at  the  top  because  of  v^at  appears  to  be  delays  in  the  flight  control 
tfSteuL  You  do  more  boU>ling  at  the  top  than  ^en  you  come  back  to  the  tottom  because  it  is  an 
aggressive  maneuver.  For  a  lack  of  a  better  term,  it’s  sort  of  a  manhole  cover  maneuver  where  you 
just  sit  there  in  one  place,  but  you  have  a  continuom  roll/jpitch  motion  trying  to  sort  the  thing  out 
One  of  the  bobup/bobdovims  also  had  an  oscillatoty  vertical  the  same  time  we  were  doing  the  pitch 
and  rdl  things  It  was  actually  a  very  uncomfortable  maneuver.  It’s  the  sort  of  thing  that  you  would 
really  like  to  stop  fl^g  it,  let  loose  of  it,  and  then  grab  it  again,  and  try  to  sort  it  out  b^use  it’s 
very  obvious  that  you’re  driving  it,  and  just  going  unstable,  it’s  hard  to  get  it  to  settle  down.  It’s 
certainty  Adequate  performance  attainable?  Yes  it  was.  Satisfactory  without 

improvement?  Iwouldsayno.  I  think  we  got  desired  performance.  Minor  but  annoying  defidendes. 
Actually  this  is  one  of  those  not  unlike  the  last  where  the  actual  aircraft  characteristics  are  more  like 
for  a  5.  WeVe  got  moderately  objectionable  defidendes.  I  find  that  I  have  to  guess  about  the  flight 
control  q^rtL  Part  of  it,  I  think,  may  be  the  mechanical  characteristics.  I  find  that  I  do  a  lot  of 
mound  the  ten  point,  a^  there’s  nothing  in  this  task  that  should  require  that  I  just  find 
that  I  can’t  catch  up  with  it  This  is  one  of  those  things  where  I  will  break  the  rating  between  a  4 
and  a  5.  On  one  hand  you  get  desired  performance,  but  you’re  doing  a  lot  of  extra  controlling  and 
conqjensatitig  to  hold  on  to  it  Actualty  moderatety  objectionable  defidendes  is  pretty  accurate. 
What  you’re  realty  doing  is  you’re  getting  desired  performance  with  considerable  pilot  compensation 
the  wity  it  works  out  That  gives  you  a  rating  of  4-1/2.  That’s  kind  of  cobbled  up,  but  that’s  the  best 
lean  do. 

Run  644  (HoverV  Assuming  this  is  a  slightty  dififerent  configuration,  perhaps  with  a  little  bit 
more  lag  in  H,  I  find  that  there’s  a  little  bit  mote  osdllation  both  in  pitdi  aixl  roll  When  I  move  off 
the  initial  ooiidition  here,  and  move  over  towards  the  cones,  just  small  inputs  in  pitch  will  yield  no 
discernable  change  in  the  attitude.  Based  on  the  visual  scene,  I  can  feel  the  motion  base  sort  of 
plugging  a  little  bit  I  assume  it’s  responding  to  yAai  it  senses  as  a  snuO  change  of  control  positions 
or  is  working  very  hard  to  give  me  some  kind  of  an  illusion.  I  find  that  it’s  just  not  subtle  enough. 
It’s  just  that  this  «ni«ll  input  that  I’m  putting  in  should  result  in  no  sense  of  anything  other  than  just 
a  smooth  movement  over  to  the  cones.  That’s  nty  first  due  that  something  is  amiss  in  the  motion 
'system  or  at  least  nonoperative.  The  second  thing  I  think  is  the  magnitude  of  the  oscillations. 
Althou^  I  seem  to  hy  and  large  hedd  the  aircraft  stable,  ahen  I  do  start  to  move.  I’m  finding  that 
it  like  the  aitc^  gets  farther  awqr  from  me  prior  to  being  able  to  pull  it  back  in  with  a 
corrective  input  I  find  that  mostty  in  pitch  not  so  mu^  in  roll  The  altitude  was  good.  I  think  the 
prwtinning  was  good.  There  certainty  was  no  prd>iem  for  keeping  them  in  that  lower  part  of  that 
window.  Control  was  okay.  Pilot  wwkload  wm  okqr-  Satisfscrory  without  improvement?  I  would 
probi^sqrno.  Mirror  but  armoying  deficiencies  is  inobabty  accurate.  Desired  performance  requires 
modmte  pilot  compensation,  and  I  think  that’s  Eurty  accurate.  Pilot  compensation  in  this  case 
wppeued  to  be  rrrostty  in  pitdi  maneuvering.  You  sense  that  things  were  happening  that  should  make 
to  you,  and  dem’t  necessarily.  You  feel  the  motion  base  working,  and  it’s  almost  like  it’s  sort 
of  around.  You  know  it’s  working,  but  you  don’t  see  anything  that’s  beneficial  for  you. 


Run  645  ^Vertical  TranslationV  In  this  task  I  start  to  see  more  of  the  problems  of  the  motion 
qistem.  I  see  what  I  was  trying  to  say  earlier,  in  between  taped  comments.  Small  inputs  when  you’re 
in  dose  towards  the  target,  particularly  in  roll,  are  suppos^ly  used  to  move  yourself  very  carefully 
towards  the  target  They  actually  seem  to  precipitate  some  Idnd  of  a  feedforward  of  the  roll  input 
>diich  is  suCQdent  to  make  you  take  the  control  input  back  out  prior  to  anything  ever  happening. 

I  found  myself  down  close  going  control  in,  control  out,  control  in,  control  out  about  the  same 
amplitude  and  never  moving  the  aircraft  I  think  responding  subtlety  to  the  seat  of  the  pants  cues, 
and  not  to  the  visual  cues  because  they  are  not  changing  efficiently.  Flying  is  a  little  bit  sloppier  all 
the  time.  I  think  each  one  of  these  conGgurations  seems  to  result  in  a  little  bit  worse  overall  holding 
of  positiorL  I  Gnd  that  I  tend  to  wander  around  a  little  bit  more.  I’ll  see  the  displacement  start,  and 
I’ll  start  feeding  in  the  control,  and  nothing  happens,  and  I  overcontrol  it  I’m  getting  to  the  point 
where  I  don’t  find  the  flight  control  system  that  responsive  nor  that  much  fun  to  fly.  I  feel  like  I’m 
working  a  lot  harder  than  I  would  ne^  to  get  a  simple  task  like  this  done.  On  the  HQR  scale:  It’s 
controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload?  At  least  adequate  performance  with  tolerable  pilot  workload. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Moderately  objectionable  defidencies  is  probably  reasonable. 
Adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot  compensation.  In  this  case  the  altitude  following 
is  poor.  My  ability  to  get  the  aircraft  in  close  in  a  smooth  fashion,  and  then  bring  it  back  out,  is  much 
reduced  so  adequate  performance  as  far  as  I’m  concerned  requires  considerable  pilot  compensation. 
Something  less  than  extensive  so  it  sort  of  homes  in  to  a  5  as  a  rating. 

Run  646  fSlalomV  The  task  is  done,  I  think,  certainly  to  desired  standards.  The  only  thing  I 
can  see  wrong  with  it  is  about  halfway  through  we  were  at  34  knots  instead  of  35,  and  that’s 
absolutely  beyond  my  ability  to  control  it  pr«dsely  in  here.  Airspeed  control  was  actually  quite  good. 
I  think  altitude  was  okity.  The  task  was  comfortably  done,  and  I  think  more  comfortably  than 
sometimes  in  the  past  because  I  shaved  the  pylons  more  closely.  First  of  all,  there’s  no  requirement 
in  the  task  to  do  anything  other  than  miss  them  in  the  fuselage.  You  would  never  be  able  to  fly  that 
dosely  to  them,  I  thdnk,  with  just  a  basic  aircraft  with  a  normal  40  to  SO  foot  rotor  system.  What  you 
end  up  doing  is  being  able  to  honor  the  requirements  of  the  task,  never  ever  come  close  to  going 
beyond  three  squares,  and  have  a  task  that  doesn’t  really  exdte  the  lateral  motion.  In  the  practice 
maneuvers  when  I  came  through  here,  when  you  go  out,  say,  a  couple  squares  either  side,  you 
actually  start  to  feel  the  lateral  motion  overshooting.  You  get  the  same  sense  that  I  was  t  tying  to  say 
this  morning  of  the  tail  just  skidding  on  each  one  of  the  turns.  It  actually  feels  kind  of  sloppy.  The 
sloppy  feeling  is  essentially  by  the  racing  sound  of  the  track.  You  hear  it  spool  up  going  one 
dir^ion,  and  then  you  hear  an  abrupt  stop,  and  then  you  start  spooling  up  in  the  opposite  direction. 
There’s  something  about  the  timing  of  the  sound  —  it  aaually  gives  you  a  large  sense  of  this  being 
out  of  phase  sort  of  thing,  and  you  do  also  feel  it  in  the  seat  of  your  pants.  One  of  the  things  I 
wanted  to  say  earlier,  that  shows  up  when  you  do  just  a  quick  set  of  impulses  and  step  inputs  into 
Ae  axis  prior  to  doing  anything,  you  find  that  pitch,  roll  and  collective  seem  to  be  pretty  tame.  When 
you  put  a  very  small  step  into  the  directional  you  get  the  same  lag  basically,  then  you  get  a  veiy 
noticeable  lateral  bump.  It’s  not  directional,  it’s  just  lateral  in  the  cab.  It’s  totally  out  of  character 
with  the  other  three  axes  which  have  veiy  smooth  onsets,  and  with  the  exception  of  the  lag, 
characteristically  acceptable  shaping  for  the  control  input  going  in.  Directionally  you  have  this  veiy 
interesting  bump  so  that  would  be  iity  first  clue  that’s  there  something  in  the  directional  system  that 
feeds  in  to  this  slalom  task.  Of  course  it  is  a  lateral/directional  task,  you’re  using  a  little  bit  of  rudder 
as  you  go  around  these  things.  I’m  not  going  to  tiy  to  figure  it  out  how  it’s  all  put  together,  just  that 
it  feels  mildly  uncomfortable.  Tliis  last  run  that  was  made  for  the  slalom  had  a  veiy  low  lateral 
excursion.  It  didn’t  excite  some  of  these  things  that  I’ve  seen  before  which  I  suspect  are  still  in  this 
flight  control  system.  They  were  probably  in  a  worse  condition  than  they  were  in  the  last 
configuration.  Okay,  it  is  controllable.  Adequate  performance  is  attainable  with  tolerable  workload. 
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SatisSBCtoiy  without  improvement?  I  would  probably  say  yes.  There’s  certainly  a  desired  performance 
out  of  it  Fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deGciencies,  and  that  has  to  do  with  this  sense  of  skidding 
around  the  turns  v^ien  in  fact  you’re  not  really  seeing  that  visually.  Minimal  pilot  compensation 
required  Cm  desired  performance?  I  think  that’s  accurate,  and  the  rating  is  3.  It  looks  like  the  rating 
is  better  than  the  system  actual^  feels. 

Run  647  fBobun/Downl  My  perception  here  is  the  lags.  I  think  they  are  larger  in  this 
ocmfiguration  than  the  last  one.  They  are  showing  up  strong^  in  collective  where  you  need  to  put 
a  large  input  in  to  get  the  aircraft  moving.  You  can’t  see  the  cue  that  you’re  going  to  use  to  stop 
ft.  You  actually  get  more  rate  buildup  than  you  really  need  so  the  tendency  to  overshoot  the  target 
is  more  severe.  That  plays  more  strongly  into  trying  to  correct  your  initial  overshoot  because  you  end 
up  using  a  large  control  input  It  takes  a  while  for  that  to  take  hold,  and  of  course  you’re 
overshooting  the  opposite  direction.  I  find  that’s  eating  up  the  performance  at  the  top,  which  I  think 
unfortunate^  still  shows  desired  performance.  You  rauld  do  a  lot  of  bouncing  around  up  here,  and 
you  still  stiqr  vnthin  one  half  of  a  square.  I  see  it  much  more  strongly  at  the  bottom  where  Fm  trying 
to  get  down  quickfy  to  make  up  for  any  time  that  I’ve  lost  trying  to  stabilize.  By  the  way,  there’s  not 
mimh  semblance  of  really  stabilizing  at  the  top.  You  see  the  thing  steady  for  a  split  second,  and  that 
seems  to  be  enough.  I  go  back  down,  and  I  find  that  I’m  bouncing.  Fifteen  feet  is  the  intended 
altitude,  Fm  bouncing  like  10  up  to  20  with  no  problem  at  alL  I  really  don’t  have  a  good  sense  of 
oontioL  Fm  not  crashing,  but  there’s  enough  lag  there  that  the  precision  is  not  at  all  good. 
Controllable?  It  still  is.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  The 
answer  is  yes.  Moderately  objectionable  deficiencies,  I  think,  ft  the  most  accurate  of  the  aircraft 
diaracteristics.  Adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot  compensatiorL  On  some  level  I 
don’t  think  we  ever  went  out  of  your  desired  standards  with  exception  of  the  14  second  round  trip 
time.  ^  and  large  the  altitudes  are  okay  on  the  top,  and  at  the  bottom  it  seems  like  the  XY 
positioning  is  satisfactory.  What  Fm  seeing  as  being  the  big  problems  are  the  overshoots  and  the 
inabOiqr  to  get  ariy  precision  out  of  it  Fm  definitely  not  pleased  to  give  you  a  4  for  that  I  think  the 
thing  that  drives  it  there  ft  moderately  objectionable  deficiencies.  It’s  a  fact  that  you  end  up  pumping 
the  collective  a  lot,  and  I  think  that  considerable  pilot  compensation  has  got  to  outweigh  the  fact 
you’re  still  getting  desired  performance  so  the  rating  ft  a  5. 

[Comment  card:]  Is  your  flying  technique  modified  because  you’re  f^g  a  simulator?  Boy,  you 
bet  The  delays  in  this  particular  configuration  are  quite  noticeable,  more  so  in  collective  than  I  think 
aiQr  place  dse.  Th^  seem  to  be  roughly  equivalent  across  axes,  but  collective  shows  up  the  worst 
because  you’re  being  the  most  aggressive  with  it  The  next  axis  that  shows  up  ft  ^icalty  the  pitch 
sons,  and  that  is  in  the  hover  task  and  the  landing  task.  I  think  the  only  reasons  you  don’t  see  it  as 
badly  in  pitch  is  that  you’re  doing  an  almost  stable  standing  task  in  hover  and  landing.  In  here,  you’re 
wooing  the  controls  for  all  th^re  worth,  and  having  a  fairly  poor  set  of  cues  to  work  with  because 
you  can’t  see  the  crossbars.  You’re  climbing  up  to  it  so  technique  modification,  of  course,  you  can’t 
see  the  targets.  ’That’s  a  simulator  artifact  Number  two,  the  delays  are  just  long  enough  that  it’s  very 
hard  to  be  precise.  Comments  on  aircraft  response?  Appears  not  slug^sh,  ft’s  just  that  you  can’t  get 
the  precision  (Hit  of  it  because  you  can’t  stay  in  phase  with  it  How  did  the  motion  cues  affect  your 
con^  ot  foe  airoaft?  ValuaUe.for  control,  yes  and  no.  I  think  the  sense  of  vertical  motion  in  the 
bobup  is  nice  to  have.  Unfortunately,  when  you  get  into  ai^  land  of  oscillatory  situation  then  the 
motion  actually  becomes  a  detriment  As  long  as  you’re  doing  just  an  onset  I  think  it  gives  you  a 
sense  of  aocelmtuig,  but  once  you  take  the  input  back  out  then  I  think  it  gets  out  of  phase  with  your 
bod|y,  and  actually  becomes  a  detriment  Certainly  in  the  slalom  maneuver,  I  think  that  the  lateral 
diaractmistia  of  the  motion  ^tem  are  highfy  suspect  Ih^  don’t  feel  comfortable  to  me,  and  they 
don’t  look  apprtqniate  for  what  Fm  doing.  I  don’t  like  the  auditory  feedback  either.  I  could  stand 


£-71 


the  auditory  feedback  if  what  I  was  feeling  in  the  seat  of  the  pants  was  characteristic  of  all  that 
commotion  going  on.  Compare  this  motion  system  with  other  systems  flown  in  this  experiment?  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  motion  system  is  essentially  the  same.  What  I’m  seeing  as  being  different  is  the 
lag  between  control  input  and  output  in  the  visual  scene  of  the  motion.  About  the  only  thing  that 
I  can  pick  out  for  sure  is  the  correspondence  between  the  stick  and  the  visual  system.  The  vestibular 
system  is  being  fooled  by  the  motion  system,  and  I’m  pretty  hard  pressed  to  tell  you  what  I  think  is 
happening.  I  guess  I  could  sit  down  and  dissect  it  more,  but  I’m  not  sure  that’s  what  you’re  after. 
I  see  a  lag  between  the  stick  input  and  the  visual.  I  go  step  with  the  stick,  and  I  see  a  thousand  one 
and  then  I  see  the  motion.  What  I  think  I  see,  is  this  system  being  slightly  worse  than  the  last  one 
I  flew,  and  that’s  just  perception.  What  I  want  to  try  to  say,  I  can’t  tell  you  exactly  what  the  motion 
^tem  is  doing.  I  think  it  generally  follows  for  an  input  at  least  from  zero  state  to  the  first  input 
I  think  when  you  start  working  the  controls  I  get  a  sense  of  the  motion  system  not  helping  me  any. 
I  start  to  feel  like  I’m  out  of  phase  with  it  I  think,  for  instance,  the  effort  up  by  the  cones  when 
you’re  trying  to  do  the  landing  task,  when  you  start  putting  a  little  bit  of  oscillatory  roll  input  in,  you 
really  feel  the  lateral  ^tem  bumping  you.  You  get  the  sense  that  the  whole  motion  support  thing 
is  sort  of  bumping  back  and  forth.  It’s  very  clear  that’s  not  the  kind  of  motion  you  expect  to  get  out 
of  the  aircraft  Tlie  actual  aircraft  might  be  moving,  but  what  it  would  give  you  in  terms  of  sensory 
return  is  not  the  same  that  you’re  getting  here  with  these  sort  of  sideways  bumps.  I  find  that  to  be 
probably  the  most  glaring  error  in  the  motion  system.  That  and  the  sense  of  poor  lateral 
characteristics  going  through  the  slalom.  Okay.  The  rest  of  the  visual  cues  seem  consistent  Once 
again,  the  best  I  can  characterize  is  when  you  put  the  initial  input  in,  the  onset  feels  good.  When 
you  take  the  control  back  out,  and  expect  the  motion  system  to  follow,  I  think  that’s  when  things  start 
to  get  out  of  phase  a  little  bit  At  least  my  senses  are  being  in  phase.  Were  there  any  unusual, 
conflicting,  uncomfortable  visualAnotion  cues?  Uncomfortable  onfy  as  I’ve  already  describe  with  far 
too  many  words.  The  feeling  of  nausea?  No.  Any  other  obvious  deficiencies?  I  think  we  beat  it 
to  death. 

Configuration  D  (Law  Bandwidth) 

Run  648  fHoverl.  It’s  very  clear  just  playing  around  with  this  system  that  the  bandwidth  looks 
very  low.  You  can  probably  control  even  a  modest  amount  and  get  virtually  no  output  out  of  the 
vehicle  so  the  phase  lag  is  incredible.  It  has  really  small  inputs  before  you  start  seeing  the  response 
of  the  vehicle.  In  that  response  it’s  quite  the  slug,  however,  up  around  the  cones  it  doesn’t  seem  to 
make  that  much  difference.  It  seems  like  you  could  still  do  a  very  reasonable  job  of  holding  both 
altitude  and  position  with  very  reasonable  pilot  workload.  It  just  shows  that  it’s  not  a  very  aggressive 
task  so  therefore  it  doesn’t  demand  much  with  the  flight  control  ^tem.  As  far  as  the  rating  is 
concerned,  it  is  certainly  controUable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload.  Satisfactory  without  improvement? 
I’d  say  it  is.  Fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  Minimal  pQot  compensation  required  for 
desired  performance.  There  is  some  amount  of  extra  work  that  comes  from  trying  to  keep  up  with 
the  slow  falling  off  at  the  point,  and  having  a  very  low  bandwidth  to  catch  up  with  it  It  actually  is 
a  molasses-like  ^tem,  everything  is  slow.  As  long  as  you  can  get  in  tune  with  the  fact  that  it’s  a  very 
slow  system  then  your  precision  goes  up.  I  would  say  that  a  rating  of  3  is  acceptable. 

Run  649  (Vertical  TranslationV  Surprisingly,  I  don’t  see  any  real  degradation  in  the 
performance  for  this  task.  It’s  significant  to  note  that  there  is  no  time  requirement  on  it  Since  you 
could  do  it  at  your  own  pace  this  really  low  bandwidth  flight  control  system  as  I  see  it  could  be  used 
to  some  advantage,  just  don’t  upset  things.  I  find  that  I  was  able  to  get  a  good  precision  both  down 
and  up  and  back  down,  and  no  complaint  I  don’t  think  much  of  the  flight  control  system  on  general 
principals,  but  for  this  particular  task  I  can’t  see  a  degradation.  It’s  controllable.  Adequate 
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performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  It 
looks  okay  for  the  task.  Fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  It’s  probably  more  accurate  than 
saying  that  pilot  compensation  is  not  a  factor.  I  would  not  call  it  necessarily  good,  I  would  merely 
si^  that  the  flight  control  system  is  such  that  I  can  do  this  task  and  get  desired  performance  out  of 
it  without  screwing  anything  up.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance;  the 
rating  is  a  3. 

Run  650  fSlaloml.  It’s  a  fairly  good  start  here  on  airspeed  and  on  altitude.  Orce  again,  it 
doesn’t  seem  like  much  of  a  task.  Other  than  that,  I  don’t  see  anything  different  in  the  general 
response  of  the  vehicle.  It’s  controllable.  Tolerable  pilot  workload.  Satisfactory  without 
improvement?  For  what  we  did  there,  I  would  say  for  that  task  it  is  satisfactory  without  improvement 
There’s  fair,  some  mildly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  It  is  a  little  bit  on  the  sluggish  side,  minimal  pilot 
compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  I  guess  I  could  give  it  to  you  because  I  was  less  than 
35  knots,  but  I’m  not  willing  to  say  it  was  moderately  objectionable  deficiencies  with  considerable 
pilot  compensation  because  it’s  truly  not  required  to  do  tl^  task.  It’s  a  really  simple  task  so  I’ll  give 
you  a  3  for  it  and  let  you  sort  out  how  you’d  really  like  to  rate  it,  or  you  like  to  use  the  rating. 

Run  651  fBobuo/Downl.  The  toughest  thing  about  this  task  is,  once  again,  anticipating  how 
to  get  the  control  input  out  and  not  to  overshoot  the  target  I  found  that  the  overshoots  were  more 
challgn£iii£  to  Control  In  some  ways,  I  never  really  did  achieve  satisfactory  one-shot  controlling.  I’d 
overshoot,  and  I’d  put  a  bunch  of  collective  in  the  opposite  direction  and  try  to  stabUize  it  I  think 
if  you  found  that  you  actually  made  me  stabilize  it  it  would  take  far  more  than  13  seconds  so  what 
I’m  doing  is  taking  a  look  at  it,  stopping  it,  showing  it’s  stabilized  for  a  split  second,  and  then  going 
on  down.  The  task  reads  stabilize  for  3  seconds.  Don’t  Idd  yourself,  there’s  been  no  expectation  in 
the  last  week  that  anybody  would  be  up  there  for  3  second.  What  I  was  given  was  a  very  loose 
criteria  that  said:  come  to  a  stop,  it’ll  be  within  half  a  square,  and  then  you  could  continue  down. 
That’s  a  heck  of  a  lot  different  than  stabilizing  for  3  seconds,  and  maintaining  within  the  criteria. 
That’s  a  challenge,  just  to  bump  it  up,  and  bump  down,  if  I  were  you  I’d  have  a  very  hard  time 
determining  what  the  data  realty  means.  So,  let  me  tell  you  what  I  did.  I  just  showed  that  I  was 
momentarily  stable.  Took  fairly  large  inputs  in  terms  of  correction  at  the  top.  At  the  bottom  the 
same  thing.  I  found  that  I  was  using  what  looks  like  plus  or  minus  2  or  3  inches  in  terms  of 
corrections  —  boom,  boom,  boom,  trying  to  keep  it  between  10  and  20  feet  on  the  recovery.  It’s  just 
a  very  slow  system.  13  seconds  keeps  us  out  of  the  desired  region.  I  think  if  we  were  playing  the 
game,  I  think  you’d  be  way  out  of  the  desired  region  time-wise  if  you  were  trying  to  hold  to  the 
original  specs.  Pilot  decisions;  It’s  controllable.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pflot  workload?  I’d  say  it  is.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No,  it  is  not.  Moderate 
objectionable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pUot  compensation,  and  that 
has  to  do  almost  entirety  with  getting  that  vertical  control  where  you  want  it  so  you  can  stop 
reasorubty  well  on  the  top,  and  come  back  down,  and  st^  within  the  altitude  criteria.  I  find  that 
there’s  just  no  sense  of  being  able  to  do  it  with  one  stroke.  You  put  a  full  down  power  lever  input 
in  fiom  the  top  going  down,  and  find  that  you  can  judge  well  enou^  to  be  able  to  just  pull  the  power 
lever  back  in  and  stop.  If  you’d  give  me  the  original  baseline  configurations.  I’d  think  that  was 
actually  quite  easy  to  do.  I  developed  a  sense  where  15  feet  was.  Here,  I  find  that  because  of  the 
sort  of  a  shape  of  the  onset  of  the  response,  I  picked  up  considerably  more  velocity  going  down  than 
anticipated.  When  the  sight  starts  coming  in  to  view,  and  I  want  to  stop,  and  I  find  it  —  whoa,  I  get 
far  more  rate  than  I  can  stop  with  a  normal  input  That  precipitates  a  much  larger  input,  and  then 
you  end  up  with  two  or  three,  four  or  five  overshoots  at  the  bottom.  That’s  where  the  considerable 
pilot  compensation  comes  in.  It’s  not  difficult  to  do.  It’s  just  effort  and  time  consuming.  The  rating 
is  a  5. 
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[Comment  card:  Initial  comments  lost.]  ...It  would  be  because  of  motion  cues  that  you  have  to 
leam  to  use.  They’re  not  the  same  as  in  the  aircraft  In  many  cases  they’re  helpful  A  number  of 
cases  that  we  talk^  about  where  I  think  they’re  actually  a  uetriment  It’s  very  hard  to  find  a  motion 
system  that  does  everything  perfectly  vnlL  Certainly  the  baseline  is  a  heck  of  a  lot  better  than  where 
you’re  at  right  now.  Comments  on  au  craft  response:  Crisp?  No  way.  Sluggish?  Very  definitely. 
Now  if  you  just  do  your  basic  steps,  pulses,  and  sweeps,  you  find  out  that  the  aircraft  really  looks  like 
a  slug,  and  has  no  frequency  respor'^  to  speed  cue  at  all  That’s  basically  very  Huey-like,  or  less. 
How  did  the  motion  cues  affect  your  control  of  the  rotorcraft?  In  this  case  I  think  the  sluggishness 
of  the  basic  response  seemed  to  overshadow  the  sensibilities  regarding  the  motion  system.  I  didn’t 
find  anything  to  complain  about.  Maybe  it  was  because  I  was  so  engrossed  in  watching  the  response 
of  the  vehicle  to  the  inputs.  Did  the  motion/visual  cues  seem  consistent?  I  guess  reasonably  so,  I 
wasn’t  as  sensitive  to  the  small  bumps,  or  low  velocity  translations,  I  was  trying  to  see  that  again,  and 
I  actually  didn’t  I  occasionally  find  that  you’d  be  cruising  along,  and  if  you  just  ever  so  slightly  put 
in  a  lateral  input  of  the  most  modest  amount  you’ll  feel  that  there  will  be  a  bump  in  the  aircraft  that 
should  not  even  be  noticeable,  but  it  jumps  right  out  at  you  because  you  go  —  wait  a  minute,  where 
did  that  come  from?  —  because  you  have  no  sense  of  having  put  it  in  with  a  controller.  So  I  think 
that’s  a  good  indication  that  there’s  a  lot  of  subtle  little  things  happening.  When  you  get  engrossed 
in  some  of  these  frurly  dynamic  maneuvers,  you  don’t  pay  much  attention  to  the  small  stuff  I  suspect 
that  it’s  actually  the  small  and  subtle  things  that  either  give  you  a  good  sense  of  reality  or  a  neutral 
or  a  negative  feedback  from  the  motion  system.  Any  unusual  conflicting  or  uncomfortable  visual 
cues?  Not  really,  no  discomfort.  I  really  haven’t  been  moved  on  any  of  the  other  systems  to  sit  there 
and  try  to  frequency  sweep  them,  but  tf^  one  was  obviously  such  a  dog  coming  out  of  the  blocks  that 
it  does  seem  like  a  reasonable  thing  to  do.  In  the  past  I  haven’t  been  moved  to  do  that  so  I  guess 
it’s  just  an  indicator  that  this  one  was  obviously  different  from  the  first  two. 

F.  PILOT  M 

Baseline  Configuration  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  121  fHoverl.  For  desired  performance  keep  the  cone  in  the  lower  half  of  the  window  — 
I  basicaUy  did  that  The  cone  should  be  reasonabty  stabilized.  It  should  not  be  continuously 
wandering.  I  didn’t  really  accomplish  that  It  was  wandering  quite  a  bit  more  than  it  was  earlier. 
Maintain  altitude  plus  or  minus  2  feet  —  yes.  Heading  plus  or  minus  5  degrees  —  there  was  no 
problem.  I  didn’t  meet  the  desired  performance  based  on  the  second  one.  I  met  adequate 
performance  fairly  easily.  TheHQR:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with 
'^tolerable  pflot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  There’s  minor  but 
annoying  deficiencies.  I’d  say  adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pQot  compensation.  I  was 
using  probably  1/B  to  1/4  ^lic  in  the  fore/aft  and  laterd  axes  every  one  to  two  seconds  to  maintain 
or  to  get  back  to  where  I  should  have  been.  I’ll  give  it  an  HQR  of  4-1/2. 

The  visual  cues:  I  would  say  it’s  fair.  Looking  at  the  horizon,  you  could  see  udien  the  pitch 
attitude  was  changing  so  that  was  good.  In  roll  1  had  a  pretty  g^  idea  when  it  was  rolling. 
Horizontal  translational  in  both  the  lateral  and  the  longitudinal  axes,  I  would  say  those  were  around 
a  4.  I  didn’t  have  very  good  cueing  unless  I  looked  right  down  at  the  cone  to  see  if  I  was  making 
small  movements.  When  I  did  actually  put  in  a  ryclic,  what  I  thought  would  be  a  motion  to  stop  it, 
I  didn’t  have  any  realization  if  it  was  enough  or  when  it  actually  took  place  until  I  actually  looked 
down  at  the  cone,  and  I  could  see  my  relative  distance  from  it  The  vertical  translational  rate:  I  had 
a  tower  right  next  to  me,  and  it  didn’t  really  move  very  much,  so  all  in  all  that  was  fairly  good  too. 
So  Fd  say  that’s  about  a  2-1/1 
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Run  122  (Vertical  Translation^  It  is  desirable  to  keep  the  cone  within  the  lower  half  of  the 
right  window  at  aU  times,  targeted  to  plus  or  minus  two  feet,  and  I  met  the  target  Altitude  is  okay. 
K^{rag  the  cone  within  the  lower  h^  of  the  right  window  is  okay.  The  descent  was  very  difficult, 
I  actually  moved  forward,  and  I  didn’t  have  any  real  good  cues.  In  trying  to  look  down  to  the  right 
I’d  k)se  all  my  cues  just  to  see  where  the  cone  was.  Additioiudly,  I’d  lose  all  my  cues  either  forward, 
left,  or  right  Consequently  that  was  very  difficult  to  do,  and  I  was  really  working  hard  on  the 
coUective,  and  on  the  ^lic.  I  wasn’t  realty  being  real  fast  on  it  either.  I  was  trying  to  do  it  fairty 
slow.  On  tr^  heading,  I  believe  I  maintained  within  plus  or  minus  five  degrees.  I  probably  got 
around  five  degrees  off.  I  met  the  adequate  performance,  but  I  didn’t  realty  meet  the  desired  except 
on  the  climb  to  30  feet,  and  that  was  no  problem  for  that  I  kept  the  desired  performance  on  that 
all  the  way.  For  my  HQR,  is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tcderable  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I’d  say,  to  maintain  adequate 
performance  requires  considerable  pilot  compensation.  Moderately  objectionable  deficiencies.  I’d 
give  it  an  HQR  of  5.  Mainty,  the  deficiency  being  that  it  was  haM  to  notice  when  I  was  drifting 
forward  and  aft  Consequently  on  rtty  rate  of  descent  and  rate  of  ascent  I  had  no  real  cues  to 
ascertain  how  fast  I  was  going.  It  was  difficult  to  actually  come  to  my  10  feet  even  though  I  did.  I 
was  having  to  work  hard  on  rr^  collective  using  probabty  plus  or  minus  1/B  amplitude,  and  in  the 
ocrilective  I’d  say  every  one  to  two  seconds.  In  ^lic  I  was  probabty  going  plus  or  minus  1/B  on  the 
^dic,  and  in  the  for^aft  and  lateral  axes  every  two  to  three  seconds. 


The  VCR  ratings:  The  attitude?  When  I  looked  down  at  the  cone,  and  I  didn’t  realty  have  any 
real  good  cues.  I’d  lose  niy  references  outside.  I  was  doing  fairty  well  just  to  see  vriiere  I  was  in 
relation  to  it  I  didn’t  ha^  at^  other  peripheral  views,  and  cues  were  not  adequate  at  all  in  any 
realm.  If  I  kept  n^  outsit  and  just  kind  of  glanced  down  to  the  cone  then  I  could  see  the 
initial  portion^  it  At  20  feet  hi|^  I  could  see  fiurty  well  because  of  the  horizon.  When  I  was  lower 
than  that  it  wasn’t  very  good  just  because  the  ground  was  too  close  to  give  me  any  land  of  discernible 
diange  in  it  Consequently,  I’d  say  all  in  all  it  was  about  a  3.25  in  pitch.  In  roll,  I  didn’t  hardly  look 
at  that  so  I  won’t  give  it  a  rating.  The  horizontal  and  the  longitudinal/lateral,  I  thought  that  was  fairty 
difficult  to  disoem.  I  actually  started  moving  forward,  and  I  didn’t  catch  it  until  I  was  alreatty  moved 
enough  forward  to  almost  get  the  cone  out  of  view  or  started  to  get  to  the  back  portion  of  it  I 
would  have  to  say  that  was  again  a  4  in  longitudinaL  The  lateral  was  a  little  bit  easier  because  I  had 
two  cones  there  that  I  could  see.  I  had  two  ways  of  actualty  seeing  it,  so  in  the  lateral  axis  probabty 
around  a  3.  The  vertical  rate  was  very  difficult,  to  figure  out  exactly  how  fast  I  was  going  up  and 
down.  I  didn’t  have  time  to  look  at  my  VSI  this  close  to  the  ground  from  20  down  to  10  feet  I’d 
just  try  to  got  a  sensation  of  how  fast  I  was  going  or  how  well  I  was  stopping.  It  wasn’t  real  good  at 
.  an  so  rd  say  about  a  4.25. 

\ 


Run  124 


luettel.  [Comments  lost] 


Run  125  fSlaloml.  I  was  working  pretty  hard  on  this  particular  maneuver.  I  didn’t  have  any 
sensatxm  dfvriiat  was  going  on,  and  I  was  having  to  constant  check  inside  and  outside  because  the 
cues  outride  were  not  giving  me  the  information  I  needed.  When  I  looked  inside  Fd  lose  reference 
to  what’s  gmng  on  outside  so  it  was  quite  intensive  maneuvering  in  order  to  stay  within  the 
parameters.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  b  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pQot 
wtxkload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Fd  say  moderately  c4)jectionable 
Adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot  compensation,  and  I  will  say  that 
it  was  a  S.  I  had  no  recognition  of  airspeed,  and  on  toy  hei^t  or  my  altitude  I  was  having  to  look 
outside  inside,  and  I  was  woridng  collective,  I  would  probabty  say  1/B  to  1/4  inch  collective  input  every 
2  seconds.  In  the  ^clic  I  was  nuking  a  continual  small  longitudinal  correction  as  I  was  ftying.  In 
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addition  to  this,  I  also  made  an  1/B  to  1/4  inch  longitudinal  every  3  seconds,  and  the  lateral  when  I 
was  actually  making  my  turns.  I  think  I  was  just  putting  one  in,  but  on  one  or  two  occasions  I  had 
to  put  in  one  bank,  and  then  add  a  little  more  to  get  the  right  amount  of  bank.  It  was  a  difficult  task. 

On  the  VCRs:  The  pitch  attitude  I  didn’t  think  was  very  good  in  this  particular  case.  I  didn’t 
have  any  cues  to  show  me  when  I  was  getting  nose  low  or  nose  high  other  than  the  horizon.  I  didn’t 
really  have  the  chance  to  really  look  at  that  in  the  horizon  very  close  at  the  time,  so  consequently 
I  didn’t  have  a  feel  for  it.  I’d  give  a  rating  of  4.  In  the  roll  attitude  I  really  wasn’t  worried  about  it 
I  just  had  to  put  in  one,  I  needed  to  get  around  the  pole,  so  I  wasn’t  looldng  for  a  specific  roll.  It 
was  probably  fair.  The  longitudinal  translational  rate  was  poor  in  that  I  didn’t  have  any  real  cues 
show^g  me  how  fast  I  was  going.  I  thought  I  had  pretty  well  locked  it  down  at  the  veiy  beginning, 
but  then  as  I  started  making  some  turns,  I  lost  all  of  any  type  of  cueing  to  whether  or  not  my 
airspeed  was  staying.  My  longitudinal  cue  was  staying  constant  I  would  give  that  one  also  about  a 
4.  Lateral?  I  didn’t  really  have  any  so  I  won’t  comment  on  that  The  vertical?  When  you’re  in  a 
slight  bank  there  are  really  no  vertical  cues.  The  only  way  I  could  see  that  I  was  climbing  when  I 
was  in  a  bank  was  to  look  at  my  radar  altimeter  in  here  which  showed  me  whether  I  was  actually  in 
a  climb  or  not  I’d  have  to  say  that  my  cues  in  that  were  poor.  I’d  probably  say  that  was  about  a 
4.5  on  the  vertical  rate,  and  that’s  all 

Run  127  /Bobun/DownV  As  far  as  the  HQR,  is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No. 
I’d  say  there  are  minor  but  annoying  deficiencies,  and  desired  performance  requires  moderate  pilot 
compensation  so  an  HQR  4.  I  was  overcontrolling  the  collective  at  the  bottom.  I  had  no  real  cues 
as  to  what  I  needed  to  do,  how  much  collective  to  pull  in  order  to  stop  my  rate  of  descent,  and  since 
I  didn’t  have  a  really  good  rate  on  the  r^  and  &11,  the  amount  of  collective  was  difficult  to  figure 
out  I  also  noticed  that  I  started  to  back  up  once  I  applied  the  collective.  I  started  to  have  to  put 
in  a  little  bit  of  forward  cyclic,  and  I  got  into  a  little  bit  of  oscillation  there  to  try  and  stabilize  at  the 
end  vriiich  would  be  a  longitudinal  (tcUc  application  about  an  1/B  or  1/4  inch  for  approximatefy  every 
second  for  about  four  seconds,  and  then  I  could  get  it  under  control  Collective  was  actually  up  to 
3/4  inch  or  an  inch  worth  of  coUective  movement  in  order  to  stop  it  There  were  three  or  four 
smaller,  1/4  maybe  up  to  \tl  inch  collective  inputs,  to  actually  get  me  back  down  to  a  stabilized 
altitude.  What  I  did  notice  was  that  I  could  move  the  collective  approximately  1/4  inch  three  or  four 
tinws  rapidly  in  successioit  I  had  no  real  change  on  my  altitude  or  even  at  a  moderate  rate  so  that 
could  be  vriiy  I  was  not  really  seeing  any  movement  overall  in  altitude  because  it  just  wasn’t  catching 
up  with  it  Overall  I  give  that  HQR  4. 

\  The  VCR:  The  pitch  attitude  was  not  realty  very  good.  It  was  okay  on  the  ascent  and  on  the 
descent  In  both  cases  I  ended  up  having  a  nose  high  attitude  vdien  I  started  getting  lower,  and  I 
didn’t  have  any  cues  at  all  to  show  me  that  I  had  actualty  had  a  nose  high  attitude,  and  I  was  drifting 
back  untfl  I  got  close  to  the  ground,  and  then  I  got  some  horizontal  cues  so  I  would  say  that’s  about 
a  4.25  in  the  pitch  attitude.  Roll  attitude?  I  didn’t  have  any.  In  the  longitudinal  translational,  the 
cues  udien  I  got  up  in  altitude,  all  in  all  they  were  fair.  A  little  bit  better  than  fair  so  I’d  say  about 
2.75  on  the  oies.  When  I  was  down  close,  I  could  see  the  ground  moving  so  I  could  see  vdiat  I  was 
moving  bade  and  forth.  Other  than  that,  I  didn’t  realty  move  back  and  forth  very  much.  I  had  the 
bar  at  the  top,  and  I  could  see  the  change.  Vertical  rate,  I  couldn’t  really  tell  my  rate  of  ascent  or 
descent.  I  could  see  that  I  was  moving  up,  but  I  realty  didn’t  have  much  cue  as  to  actualty  how  fast 
I  was  moving  up,  and  that’s  bow  I  got  a  little  overcontrol  so  I’ll  s^  that  one  was  probably  a  3.75  on 
the  verticaL 
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Dash/Oufckstop  fNo  Run  Number!.  I  met  the  desired  performance,  but  it  was  fairly  diCGcult 
to  da  I  had  to  woric  hard  on  the  ^Uc  and  also  on  the  collective.  I  also  got  off  a  little  bit  on 
iMtaiHing,  but  I  did  meet  the  desired  performance.  HQR  overall:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate 
performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No. 
rd  si^  th^  were  minor  but  annoying  deGciencies,  and  desired  performance  requires  moderate  pilot 
oompensatioa  I  show  an  HQR  4  based  on  having  both  the  collective  and  the  (^clic  inputs.  They 
woe  small,  about  1/B,  1/4  inch  every  two  to  three  seconds,  but  it  was  still  high  for  moderate  pilot 
workload  to  do  it 

On  the  VCRs:  My  horizontal  translational  rate  again  didn’t  have  any  good  cues  as  far  as  my 
actual  airspeed.  When  I  was  decelerating,  I  didn’t  know  how  fast  I  was  decelerating.  It  was  actualfy 
harder  to  figure  out  how  much  collective  and  cyclic  you  needed  to  put  in  to  stop  it  All  in  all.  I’d  say 
that  was  a  4.  In  the  pitch  attitude,  I  had  fairly  good  cues  on  what  my  pitch  attitude  was.  How  th^ 
related  with  me  stopping  was  a  little  bit  more  difficult,  but  the  actual  cues  in  telling  me  where  I  was, 
that  I  had  a  pitch  change,  that  was  pretty  good.  I’d  say  that  was  about  a  3.  In  the  vertical 
translational  rate,  that  was  a  little  bit  h^er  to  discern.  When  you’ve  got  to  change  your  pitch,  there 
were  no  real  cues  to  show  me  that  I  was  going  up  or  down  except  to  look  inside  to  see  n^  change 
in  altitude.  I  will  gp  with  a  3  J  on  that  one. 

Sidestep  fNo  Run  Number].  The  side  step  was  a  very  difficult  maneuver.  I  never  did  it  on  the 
first  try,  but  Jet  me  si^  uiiat  I  did.  It  seemed  like  I  had  a  difficult  time  maintaining  desired 
parameters,  and  that  was  due  to  having  no  real  cues  on  the  fore  and  aft,  or  my  distance  from  the 
actual  line.  Stopping  and  maintaining  my  altitude  was  fairly  good,  and  my  heading  was  oki^,  but  my 
distance  was  not  very  good,  so  I  would  say  it  was  okay  to  maintain  adequate  performance.  As  far  as 
an  HQR,  is  it  oontroUable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pOot  workload? 
Yes.  SatisfBctcxy  without  improvement?  No.  I’d  tsy  adequate  performance  requires  considerable 
frilot  ccmapensatioa  Moderately  objectionable.  I’d  say  it  was  an  HQR  5.  That  was  based  on  the  high 
pilot  workload  as  far  as  coordination  effort,  and  without  any  good  visual  cues  or  sensory  cues  in  this 
case,  and  it  was  a  little  more  difficult  I  was  having  to  put  in  a  lot  of  pUot  control  inputs  throughout 
the  maneuver.  I  would  say  ^clic  fore  and  aft  and  lateral  1/8  to  1/4  probably  every  one  or  two 
seconds.  Collective  only  down  to  about  1/8  of  an  inch  every  two  seconds,  and  pedals  probably  1/8 

an  indi  every  two  or  three  seconds  on  that 

The  VCR:  Pitch  attitude  didn’t  really  have  a  udiole  lot  of  good  cues.  I’d  s:^  it  vm  fair.  3.25 
on  the  pitch  attitude.  Horizontal  translational  rate  didn’t  have  very  good  cues  at  all.  I’d  say  it  was 
around  a  4.  Lateral  translational  rate  wasn’t  really  something  I  was  looking  for  because  I  was  trying 
to  move  laterally.  I  didn’t  know  how  fast  I  was  going,  but  I  was  going  by  parameters  at^way  so  it 
didn’t  make  that  much  difference.  It  was  fair  —  Fd  s^  that  would  be  a  little  bit  worse  than  fair  so 
dxMit  a  3  J  because  I  realty  didn’t  know  how  fast  I  was  going  in  the  side.  Vertical  translational  rate. 
Ahbougb  1  was  maintaining  my  altitude  fairty  well,  I  didn’t  have  mai^  cues  to  do  it  It  was  probably 
just  kxddng  in  at  the  radar  altimeter.  I  would  say  ^  in  all  that  was  probabty  3.5  on  that  one. 

•  Pilot  comment  card  now:  Flying  technique  modified  before  you’re  ftying  in  a  simulator?  I’d 
probabty  have  to  si^  yes,  just  mainty  because  I  didn’t  have  ai^  sense  of  those  types  of  cues  in  the  seat 
€&  the  pants  to  give  me  anything  so  I  had  a  tenden^  to  glance  in  at  n^  instruments  quite  a  bit  more 
than  I  would  actualty  do  in  an  aircraft.  I’d  look  in  at  my  radar  altimeter,  my  pitch,  and  some  of  the 
other  ones  I  was  looking  at  todiy.  I  might  look  in  at  my  torque  and  nay  rotor  or  something  like  that 
It  was  just  different  instruments  that  I  was  glancing  at  than  I  normally  would.  Aircraft  response  was 
fiurty  crisp  in  all  axes  except  for  the  coUective.  When  I  was  doing  the  bobups,  once  I  brought  it  back 
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down  to  wdiere  I  was  trying  to  descend  to,  I  couid  get  in  to  a  PIO.  With  about  1/2  of  collective,  I 
could  take  it  back  out  again,  and  put  in  some  other  input,  and  I’d  never  see  anything.  That  was  not 
a  very  fast  rate,  so  it  seemed  like  the  collective  was  a  little  bit  less  responsive  than  the  other  ones. 
Motion  cues  affected  control  of  the  aircraft?  Th^  were  valuable  for  control.  If  I  didn’t  have  any 
of  the  cues  out  here,  I  would  have  crashed.  The  lack  of  motion  ^tem,  I  felt  that  it  was  worse  than 
it  was  udien  we  had  the  motion  because  I  didn’t  have  some  of  those  other  little  cues  that  I  had 
before.  Motion  visual  cues  seemed  consistent?  No,  because  there  wasn’t  any  motion.  K  there  were 
ai^  unusual  or  conflicting,  th^’re  going  to  come  from  visual  cues.  When  I  was  in  roll,  and  I  was 
tnmslating  sidewiys,  I  made  a  transition  from  a  forward  to  a  sideward,  or  a  sideward  to  a  forward  at 
the  same  time  then  at  that  point  I’d  get  a  little  squeeze.  Maybe  my  body  was  expecting  for  it  to  be 
moving  in  two  axis,  and  I  was  really  not  moving  in  any  axis.  Perhaps  it  moved  a  little  bit  so  I  got  a 
little  bit  quea^  in  that  If  I  moved  real  aggressive^,  I  could  get  a  little  bit  of  nausea.  Not  really  any 
disorientation,  just  a  little  bit  of  discomfort  when  I  did  a  rapid  movement  either  in  the  pedal  turn  or 
a  lateral  turn.  In  the  visual  scene,  the  only  obvious  deficiency  is  that  there  are  not  enough  vertical 
obstructions  to  give  you  more  cues. 

BascHiic  Configuration 

Run  133  (HoverV  Desired  performance  of  keeping  cone  within  lower  half  of  window  is  met 
The  cone  should  be  reasonably  stabilized,  it  should  not  be  continuous^  wandering.  It  wandered  a 
little  bit  Maintained  altitude  plus  or  minus  two  feet?  Yes.  Heading  plus  or  minus  five  degrees? 
Easily,  so  I  think  Pm  at  desired  performance.  The  only  thing,  it  wandered  just  slightly.  I’d  say.  Is 
it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it 
satisCactofy  without  improvement?  I  would  say  yes.  Fair,  there’s  some  mildiy  unpleasant  deficiencies. 
Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desit^  performance.  All  1  was  required  to  do  was  some 
small,  less  than  1A6  inch  cyclic  movements,  approximate^  every  two  to  three  seconds.  It  may  have 
been  a  little  bit  more  than  that,  perhaps  one  to  two  secoixls.  They  were  very  minor.  There  was  just 
some  very  mfldly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  I  give  it  an  HQR  3. 

As  for  the  VCRs:  Attitude  broken  down  into  pitch  and  roll.  I’d  say  probably  a  2-1/2.  The  pitch 
attitude  had  good  definition,  I  could  see  for  distance;  however,  when  I  got  in  close,  it  was  probably 
one  or  two  degrees.  All  in  all,  it’s  probably  2.75,  a  little  bit  better  than  fair.  The  horizontal 
translational  rate  laterally  is  quite  good  It  had  good  references  to  show  me  when  I  was  over  some 
squares.  If  I  had  any  ty^  of  movement  either  in  the  distance,  or  close  in,  I  could  see  it  readily.  I 
would  that’s  about  a  225.  The  horizontal  longitudinal?  I  didn’t  think  it  was  very  good  for  real 
predie  hovering  because  that  was  the  only  area  I  was  actually  getting  off.  It  was  just  a  little  bit  on 
the  horizontal  longitudinally,  I  was  drifting  a  little  bit  fore  and  aft,  and  I  wouldn’t  re^  catch  it 
I  looked  down,  and  I  saw  tte  cone  was  moving.  All  in  aU  that  was  probably  about  a  3.75  on  that 
longitudinaL  Vertical?  I  didn’t  have  any  problems  with  vertical  at  all  I  was  staying  within  that  one 
foot  the  udioie  time.  My  peripheral  cues?  I  didn’t  have  a  diance  to  really  observe  them.  Ididhave 
this  wall  right  in  firemt  of  me.  I  had  the  big  donut  around  it  vdiich,  if  I  got  off;  I  could  see  the  top 
a  little  more  so  I  say  that  it  was  a  little  better  so  give  it  about  2-1/Z 

Run  134  (Vertical  Translation^.  Keep  the  cones  within  the  lower  half  of  the  right  window  at 
aU  times  —  I  did  that  Keep  target  attituda  plus  or  minus  two  feet  —  I  just  barefy  did  that,  yes.  I 
maintained  heading  within  plus  or  minus  five  clegrees.  Adequate  performance  was  met  because  I  met 
desiied.  Ok^,  we’ll  go  back  to  the  HQR.  b  it  controllable?  Yes.  b  adequate  performance  attained 
with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  b  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Minor  but 
annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate  pilot  compensation,  and  I  would  say 


E-78 


that’s  true.  It  was  realty  a  little  bit  more  than  minor  annoying  deficiencies  so  I’m  going  to  go  with 
an  HQR  4>l/2  with  moderatety  objectionable  deficiencies,  and  desired  performance  requires  moderate 
I^t  compensation.  Basically,  vdiat  I  was  having  to  do:  The  heading  was  very  easily  maintained.  The 
collective,  I  was  probabty  using  1/B  and  1/4  inch  collective  inputs  every  one  to  two  seconds  on  the 
descent  trying  to  get  a  g^  rate  going.  I  was  having  a  hard  time  just  maintaining  an  even  rate.  The 
cues  show^g  my  descent  were  difficult  I  was,  also,  putting  in  cyclic.  It  wasn’t  very  big  cyclic  inputs, 
but  it  was  about  1/16  to  1/B  inch  ^lic  inputs.  I’d  say  probabty  every  second  to  a  second  and  a  half. 
That  was  both  in  the  descent  and  the  ascent  The  difficulty  was  in  maintaining  my  longitudinal 
reference  with  it  Lateral  was  barely  okay.  Longitudinally  I  was  getting  off  and  when  I  was  trying 
to  put  small  inputs  in,  it  was  hard  to  actually  figure  out  how  much  to  put  ul  Consequently,  before 
I  had  started  building  up  a  rate,  then  I’d  have  to  take  it  out  All  in  aU  it  was  about  a  4-1/2.  It  was 
based  on  the  number  of  ^lic  inputs  and  collective  inputs  I  had  to  appty. 

The  VCRs:  Pitch  attitude  was  fair.  Fd  say  it’s  a  3.  In  the  roll  axis,  it  was  hard  to  realty  discern 
viiien  I’m  looking  down  out  of  the  comer  of  the  peripheral  if  there  were  any  kind  of  cues  out  there 
to  give  me  so  Fd  sity  about  a  3.  The  pitch  attitude  wasn’t  as  good  as  before,  because  of  the  angle 
I  was  looking  out  of.  There  was  realty  no  cue  out  there.  On  the  pitch  attitude  Fd  say  it’s  about  a 
3*1/2.  The  lonptudinal  horizontal  translational  rate  was  probabty  Ae  worst  of  all  of  them.  I  didn’t 
realty  have  much  in  nty  field  of  view  showing  me  that  I  was  drifting  fore  and  aft,  because  I  was  trying 
to  move  a  little  bit,  but  I  couldn’t  pick  up  a  rate  very  welL  Fd  say  that  was  about  a  4.  In  the  lateral 
rate  it  wasn’t  quite  as  bad  because  the  cone  gave  me  some  type  of  cues.  1  also  had  the  squares,  right 
out  in  fixmt  me,  and  I  could  see  if  I  was  getting  the  type  of  rate  I  wanted,  but  it  was  still  right  about 
a  3.  The  vertical  translational  rate  was  not  very  good.  I  didn’t  have  much  cues.  All  I  had  was  the 
siae  of  the  cone  getting  bigger  and  smaller  to  give  me  aitycues,  which  is  fai^  good,  but  it’s  not  super. 
1  would  say  that  was  fair  in  the  vertical  translational  rate. 

Run  135  fSlaloml.  Desired  performance  is  to  maintain  the  maximum  lateral  distance  from  the 
pdes  at  less  than  three  squares.  I  believe  I  did  that  Airspeed  plus  eight  minus  zero.  I  did  that 
Altitutte  plus  or  minus  IS  feet  I  did  that  Okay.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attaiiuble  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  Yes.  There 
were  minor  but  anixtying  deficiencies.  I  can’t  go  with  a  3-1/2.  It’s  actually  a  little  better  than  4.  I 
did  have  smne  minor  atmoying  defidendes.  I  had  difficulty  in  picking  up  my  airspeed,  although  I  got 
ti^  down  and  almost  went  below  35  there  at  one  point  I  made  an  increase  in  the  cyclic,  and  I 
brought  it  bade  up,  and  maintained  it  about  40.  Maintaining  it  at  35  was  realty  difficult,  but  within 
the  desired  perfcmnance.  FU  have  to  go  with  an  HQR  4  because  it’s  not  quite  a  3.  There  was  some 
mincff  annoying  defidendes.  If  I  could  go  a  little  Int  better  than  4,  then  it  would  be  3-1/2,  but  since 
1  can't,  m  go  with  HQR  4.  What  I  had  to  do,  m(»e  than  aitything  else,  was  in  the  collective,  I  had 
to  make  some  minor  collective  appUcations,  onty  about  three  or  four  times,  during  the  entire  run. 
Ihey  were  probabty  about  an  1^  or  1/4  of  an  inch  to  1/2  inch  of  collective  input,  and  they  were 
piobal^  as  I  made  the  turns  themselves,  so  that  may  have  been  about  four  or  five  applications. 
Cydic,  other  than  making  the  tolls,  was  not  too  difficult  In  the  longitudinal  axis,  I  found  that  there 
was  just  a  little  bit  of  difficulty  in  nmintaining  the  airspeed  that  I  wanted.  That  was  requiring  about 
every  1/B  cyclic  application  in  the  longitudinal  axis  abemt  every  two  to  three  seconds.  Thatwasmore, 
and  h  may  have  been  1/B  to  1/2  indi,  somevhere  in  that  realm  of  deflection.  All  in  all  HQR  4. 

On  the  VCRs:  The  |»tch  attitude,  that  was  fair.  Big  attitude  dianges  were  good.  It  was  a  little 
bft  worse  than  fair,  so  I  have  to  give  that  a  3.5.  In  the  roil  attitude,  I  didn’t  have  any  set  desired  roll 
parametets,  so  it  was  sufficient  to  give  me  what  I  needed  for  this  maneuver.  Consequently,  that 
would  be  about  a  VCR  2.75.  The  horizontal  rate,  longitudinally  speaking,  it  was  the  hardest  thing 
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to  pick  up  Aether  there  was  a  rate  building  or  not  That  little  change  of  airspeed  was  about  six 
knots,  that  I  had  in  during  the  course.  When  1  was  on  my  way  up  there,  I  actually  got  down  to  about 
32  before  I  was  entering  the  course.  I  therefore  didn’t  have  the  airspeed  indicator  to  go  back  and 
continually  scan.  That  would  have  been  the  hardest  thing  to  figure  out,  so  Fd  say  that’s  about  a  VCR 
4  on  the  longitudinal  The  lateral  I  didn’t  realfy  have  much  use  for  the  lateral  rate  so  I  won’t  rate 
that  one.  The  vertical  translational.  I  had  the  pylons  there  just  to  give  me  a  rough  guess  of  where 
it  was.  With  any  minor  precise  ones,  I  didn’t  have  anything  other  than  my  radar  altimeter  setting  over 
here.  AU  in  all  that  wasn’t  preciseness,  it  wasn’t  real  good,  so  it’s  about  a  3.25. 

Run  150  (Bobun/Downl  Desired  performance:  complete  each  bobup/bobdown  in  no  more 
than  12  seconds.  Th^  were  about  12-1/2  seconds.  I  was  a  little  bit  remiss  in  telling  you  when  I  was 
actually  stable,  and  ^  that  I  think  that  I  was  real  close  to  12  seconds,  so  meeting  desired 
performance,  I  could  meet  it  Maximum  overshoots  more  than  a  half  square  —  I  didn’t  do  that  My 
last  one  was  a  little  sloppy,  but  the  other  two  were  good.  Overshoot  involved  no  more  than  5  feet 
I  didn’t  do  that  I  could  meet  desired  performance.  Adequate  performance?  Of  course  I  could  meet 
that  As.  far  as  HQR’s:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable 
pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  Let’s  see....  Again,  I  can’t  use  a  3-1/2 
where  it  Idiid  of  lies  in  that  area.  Let  me  see  what  it  looks  like:  There  were  some  mildfy  unpleasant 
deficiencies.  I  really  kind  of  think  it’s  going  to  be  minor  but  annoying  deficiencies.  I  think  I  could 
go  with  an  HQR  3.  It’s  fair,  so  it  is  satisfactory  without  improvement  There  were  some  mildly 
unpleasant  deficiencies,  and  it’s  minimum  pflot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  The 
compensation  required  for  desired  performance  was  merefy  in  tte  collective  application.  I  did  have 
just  a  tendency  to  translate  aft,  but  the  unpleasant  deficiencies  were  not  in  the  ascent  at  all  because 
1  pretty  much  nailed  that;  it  was  on  the  descent  I  would  have  one  collective  input  of  approximately 
\h  inch  to  stop  rate,  and  mqrbe  up  to  3/4  inch  in,  probabty  a  decrease  of  a  1/4  inch  to  1/2  inch 
collective,  and  then  I  would  just  hold  and  see  what  washed  out,  as  n^  altitude  normally  is  within  two 
or  three  feet  All  in  aU,  it  wasn’t  much  compensation  or  anything.  I  just  thought  it  was  easy  to  fly, 
so  m  go  with  an  HQR  3. 

The  VCR’s:  Pitch  attitude  was  fair.  The  roll  attitude,  I  didn’t  see  any.  Both  of  them  would 
be  right  around,  I  would  say  a  3.  The  reason  th^’re  not  a  little  better  than  that,  would  be  in  the 
pitch.  I  dU  have  a  tendency  to  be  just  a  little  bit  off  on  my  pitch  attitude  and  not  really  notice  it  too 
much,  so  I  didn’t  have  good  cues  to  see  that  I  dkL  Horizontal  translational  rate:  About  3.25 
longitudinal  because  I  was  drifting  aft,  and  I  really  didn’t  notice  it  until  I  started  descending,  and  I 
could  see  that  I  was  actually  doing  it  I  guess  I’ll  give  that  a  3.5  because  it  was  a  little  bit  woise  than 
fair.  The  lateral  had  the  big  tower  right  in  front  of  me  so  it  was  good,  about  a  2.5.  The  vertical 
translational  rate  at  the  top  was  pretQr  good,  and  the  bottom  was  okay  because  you  could  see  the 
smiling  face,  and  that  bar  at  the  top,  but  there’s  no  real  rate  that  you  could  see  in  the  middle  so  all 
in  all  that’s  probabfy  about  a  3  J. 


Runs  136  and  137  fHoverl  I  met  desired  performance.  There  was  a  little  bit  of  wandering, 
I  could  bold  it  for  about  20  seconds  and  then  I  would  notice  that  I’m  drifting  a  little  bit,  and  I’d  have 
to  correct  the  slight  amount  of  wandering.  I  feel  that’s  still  within  the  desired  performance.  As  for 
the  HQR:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
wwkload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’d  say  no.  The  deficiencies  warrant 


improvemenL  If  I  could  not  breathe,  and  could  not  move  at  all,  and  I  had  it  set  up, 'then  it  was 
perfect.  However,  if  I  flinched  at  aU,  or  made  any  kind  of  input  into  the  cyclic,  then  I  got  almost 


iminediate  responie  in  the  rate.  Fd  start  moving,  and  once  I  got  into  a  loop,  I  got  into  PIO’s  the 
«4iole  way.  Fw  about  the  first  25  seconds,  I  was  really  concentrating  on  my  breathing,  and  how  much 
I  was  actually  moving.  I  don't  think  I  moved  the  cyclic  at  alL  I  noticed  then  that  I  had  a  slight  slow 
drift  aft  for  my  initial  setup.  I  had  to  put  in  a  little  bit  of  forward  cyclic.  All  I  really  did  was  just 
think  about  it  I  couldn’t  even  measure  it,  maybe  l/64th  of  an  inch  or  something  like  that,  that  small 
AH  a  suddmi,  I  had  a  fast  rate  going  forward.  I  started  getting  into  the  loop,  and  pret^  soon  hy 
the  50th  second  or  so  I  probably  had  up  to,  Fd  say,  1^2nd  of  an  inch  or  l/16th  of  an  inch  of  fore  and 
aft  ^clic  movements  every  Ifl  to  3/4  seconds  so  that  would  be  an  HQR  4. 

On  the  VCRs:  Actually,  any  type  of  movement  corresponded  well  with  what  I  saw  in  the 
hmizon,  so  other  than  n^  initial  pitdi  attitude,  if  1  had  it  set  up  correctly,  then  I  would  have 
recogni^  that  I  was  actually  drifting  aft  As  soon  as  I  put  that  little  bit  of  forward,  I  could  tell  that 
my  pitch  attitude  changed.  Fd  say,  all  in  aU,  it  was  pretty  good.  It’s  about  a  2  to  2.25,  right  in  that 
range,  for  {Htch.  Rcdl  —  I  really  didn’t  have  aity  roll  going,  so  it  was  about  the  same,  probabty  about 
a  2.25  aba  Horizontal  translational  rate,  longitudinally,  I  could  pick  it  up  quicker  than  I  was  actually 
moving.  1  could  see  that  I  was  drifting  aft  ever  so  sl^^tly,  so  the  preciseness  of  it  I  could  actually 
tdl  very  wen,  so  about  a  2.75.  The  lateral,  1  didn’t  have  much,  so  I’D  probabty  say  2.5  or  so.  Vertical 
Fd  Wf  that’s  about  a  3.  AU  I  had  was  the  pole  there,  and  then  again  the  cones  to  see  if  I  v:as 
moving.  More  than  aitything  ebe,  I  relied  on  the  radar  altimeter  more  than  the  vbual  cues  outside 
<m  that  particular  portion,  so  I  would  sty  3  on  that 

Run  138  (Vertical  Translation^  Desired  performance:  Keep  the  cone  within  the  lower  half 
the  right  window.  Carry  out  these  plus  or  minus  two  feet  I  think  we  went  down  outside  of  that 
I  got  3  feet  That’s  because  I  got  into  a  PIO  there  at  one  point  and  I  don’t  reaUy  know  if  I  met  that 
CM- not  I  got  down  a  little  bit  below,  and  actually  kq)t  the  ctme  within  the  lower  half.  I  almost  went 
outside  the  window  once  or  twice.  Heading,  I  think  I  actualty  got  off  tty  about  6  or  7  degrees  at  one 
pdnt  because  I  was  so  intent  on  watching  the  otlmr  stuff  I  missed  that  I  don’t  think  I  met  desired 
performance  the  udiole  way  through.  It  was  possible  to  do  sa  It’s  taking  a  bit  more  work  than  I  had, 
so  adequate  was  met  with  no  problem.  As  far  as  the  HQR:  b  it  controUable?  Yes.  b  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  workload?  Yes.  bit  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No. 
There  are  moderatety  objectionable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance  requires  considerable  pilot 
compensation.  I  thi^  it’s  probabty  closer  to  a  5  than  it  b  to  a  4-1/2.  More  Ite  4-3/4.  Anyway,  well 
go  an  HQR  5.  Basu^,  what  was  happening,  I  got  into  a  PIO  in  the  cyclic,  and  in  or^  to 
maintain  nty  position,  once  I  brought  it  down  to  10  feet,  1  was  probabty  using  lateral  cyclic  up  to  1/2 
mch  to  3/4  h^  every  1/2  to  1  second  just  to  maintain  my  position.  I  just  got  into  the  Irop,  arid  I  was 
tiying  to  reduce  the  severity  erf  nty  PIO  as  I  got  down,  but  I  was  working  reaUy  hard.  As  a  result,  I 
got  my  heading  erff  to  about  7  degrees  because  I  was  so  intent  on  watdiing  ny  cyclic.  The  coUective 
was  another  area  v^iere  I  had  a  difficult  time  on  the  nde,  or  the  amenmt  of  coUecstive  to  actuaUy  stop. 
I  didn’t  have  a  sensation,  or  a  gocxl  feeling  fev  the  amount  erf  ooDective  to  stc^  a  little  bit  of  the  rate 
that  1  had  going.  1  actu^  put  h  in  by  the  seat  of  the  pants.  I  feh  like  I  put  in  too  much  collective, 
and  in  rea^  feat  was  abrat  the  right  amount  As  a  result,  because  I  felt  like  I  put  in  tcx>  much,  I 
put  in  a  fittle  Ut  more,  and  then  I  started  to  dimb  and  descend,  and  feat  got  into  fee  kmp  also.  All 
in  an  I  was  putting  in  collective  there  for  a  Uttie  bit,  probabty  1/16  to  1/8,  may  be  up  to  1/4,  coHective 
hqmts  about  every  2  secemeb  or  so  at  the  very  bottom.  On  the  ascent  once  I  got  it  sort  of  subflized 
i  asffffncfed  up  and  adjusted  the  airspeed.  On  the  heading,  it  was  not  tew  difikult,  but  again  to  make 
Oty  lateral  and  fine  aft  location  vnth  the  cone,  I  started  to  get  into  a  PIO.  This  time,  it  was  a 
fittle  Mt  in  to  fee  longitudinal  axis.  Probabty  a  1/16, 1/8  longitudinal  cyclic  every  one  second  or  so 
vfeen  I  got  up  towards  fee  top  and  maintained  nty  positkm.  HQR  5. 


As  far  as  the  VCRs:  It’s  pretty  much  the  same  as  it  was  in  the  hover.  I  had  fairly  good  cues 
because^  as  soon  as  I  made  any  land  of  an  input,  I  could  see  the  change  in  the  horizon,  in  the  pitch. 
The  roll  was  what  I  got  into  a  PIO.  I  can  see  that  I  had  a  change  in  roil  attitude  based  on  the 
horizon.  Basically,  I  would  say  that  was  about  a  2.7S  on  the  pitch  attitude,  and  2.5  on  the  roll 
attitude.  The  horizontal  translational  rate:  My  rates  were  not  building  quite  as  fast  as  my  attitudes 
were  showing,  so  I  didn’t  have  the  cues  showing  I  was  actually  moving  laterally  or  forward  as  well  as 
I  would  have  liked.  That’s  probably  a  3.25  in  both  axis.  In  the  vertical,  my  rate  was  hard  to 
determine  on  that  one,  for  some  reason  or  another,  then  the  cone  was  getting  larger.  That’s  probably 
about  a  3.25  also.  That’s  the  end  of  comments. 

Run  139  (Slalom).  Controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  think  I’ll  say  yes.  I’ll  say  it’s  fair  with 
mildly  unpleasant  deCciencies.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance.  The 
only  thing  that  I  found  that  I  had  any  difficulty  at  all  was  just  a  little  bit  behind  the  loop  on  it  For 
the  first  few  I  hardly  made  aity  inputs.  I  notic^  I  needed  to  add  a  little  bit  of  collective,  and  I  added 
a  little  bit  too  much,  and  then  I  lowered  the  nose  just  a  tad  too  much.  Other  than  that,  the  attitudes 
were  very  responsive  so  I  thought  it  was  fairty  easy  to  fly  on  that  one.  I  go  with  an  HQR  3.  The 
only  compensation  I  had  to  do  was  a  little  bit  of  forward  cyclic  at  one  point  to  make  sure  I  had  my 
airspeed  up  when  I  got  down  to  right  at  35,  and  then  I  added  a  little  too  much  so  I  had  to  reduce 
the  collective,  and  add  a  little  bit  aft  cyclic  back  in  at  the  very  last  pole,  and  I  got  up  to  about  42  to 
43  knots.  All  in  all,  it’s  fairly  easy  to  fly  in  that  particular  configuration,  so  HQR  3. 

The  VCRs:  My  pitch  attitude,  for  preciseness,  I  thought  I  had  a  little  more  control  on  it 
Either  I’m  getting  used  to  it  a  little  bit  mote,  or  I  could  see  that  I  got  a  little  bit  nose  high,  and  I 
gtarted  slow,  so  I  added  a  little  too  much.  Again,  it  was  a  little  bit  difficult  to  figure  bow  much  to 
put  in,  but  I  put  in  input,  and  then  I  noticed  I  was  a  little  too  nose  low  so  I  corrected  for  that  at  the 
end.  All  in  all,  the  pitch  attitude  gave  me  fairly  precise  cues  so  I  would  say  that  was  about  a  2.  On 
the  roll  attitude,  I  didn’t  really  notice  the  toll  attitude  because  all  I  was  using  was  enough  roll  to 
make  nty  turns.  As  far  as  being  precise  on  those.  I’ll  just  say  it’s  about  a  2-1/2  to  3.  I’ll  say  2-1/2 
because  I  really  can’t  say  much  about  it  The  horizontal  translational  rate,  longitudinal  axis  —  the 
pitch  attitude  gave  me  a  little  bit  of  an  idea  of  where  I  was  as  far  as  my  airspeed.  My  relative  rate 
over  the  ground,  the  cues  were  not  there  for  me,  so  it’s  more  pitch  attitude  than  anything  else.  I’m 
going  to  have  to  go  ahead  and  go  with  a  325,  The  lateral,  I  wasn’t  really  using  the  lateral  so  I  won’t 
comment  on  that  The  vertical,  I  could  see,  just  basically  from  the  white  lines,  that  I  was  within  my 
parameters.  I  think  I  got  up  to  28  feet  at  one  point  I  don’t  think  that  I  had  good  cues  for  precise 
altitude  or  vertical  translational  rate,  for  real  precise  ctmtrol,  so  that’s  just  fair,  about  a  3. 

\ 

Run  140  fBobuo/Downl.  Okay,  desired  performance,  I  didn’t  meet  that  12  seconds.  My  last 
two  were  13  seconds.  My  first  was  25  seconds.  My  second  was  19  seconds.  Maximum  overshoot  on 
the  bob  up,  rx>  more  than  1/2  square  on  the  hover  board.  I  think  I  met  that  Pertiaps  on  the  next 
and  last  one  I  went  up  a  little  too  high.  Maximum  overshoot  on  the  bottom  no  more  than  5  feet 
Most  of  them  I  went  probably  right  at  five  feet,  perhaps  a  couple  of  them  down  below  10  feet,  so  I 
know  that  I  had  that  I  had  an  overshoot  back  up  at  one  point  of  about  19.  It  was  basically  one  of 
those  artillery  shoots,  go  down  below  six,  up  to  about  three  above  and  then  down.  So,  I  met 
adequate,  I  didn’t  meet  desired.  On  two  of  them  I  did  meet  adequate  on  the  bobup/bobdown,  but 
I  think  if  I  practiced  it  earlier,  I  would  have  been  ok^.  So,  all  in  all  I  met  adequate,  but  not  the 
others.  Let’s  go  to  the  HQR:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tcderable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Moderately 
objectionable  deficiencies.  Adequate  performance,  workload  considerable.  I  think  I  can  go,  let’s  see. 
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requires  extensive  I  think  based  on  these,  you  could  pretty  much  be  around  a  S  or  a  5- 
1/2  nme  tM"  anything  else,  and  that’s  based  on  my  collective.  I  also  h^  a  little  bit  of  drift,  fore  and 
aft,  cm  the  qidic.  By  and  large,  I  didn’t  Gnd  that  I  was  in  a  PIO  in  the  loop  on  the  roll  axis,  or  even 
in  the  longitudinal  axis.  I  did  probably  have  around  a  one  to  two  or  a  1-1/2  square  drift  aft  As  I 
descended,  I  could  tell  I  drifted,  so  I  put  in  a  little  fore,  and  I  pretty  much  came  back  fairly  close  to 
udiere  I  stopped.  The  difGculty  was  in  stopping  my  rate  of  climb  and  my  rate  of  descent  I  put  in 
an  initial  amount  of  ooUective,  probably  1-1/2  to  2  inches  to  begin  my  ascent  Almost  immediately 
I  started  an^iiring  ft  out  SO  that  once  my  rate  was  established,  then  I’d  start  sneaking  it  out  so  I  could 
stc^  at  nty  desired  point  As  a  result  I  was  compensating,  and  I  didn’t  meet  my  desired  performance. 
On  a  coufde  of  occasions,  I  actually  went  past  and  went  through  the  bar  on  the  high  side  because 
I  didn’t  decrease  it  enougL  When  I  had  to  get  back  down,  I  reduced  the  coUecthre  again,  probabty 
around  1-1/2  to  2,  maybe  in  that  realm.  It  felt  like  my  rate  was  building,  and  then  a  little  bit  before 
oy  altitude,  |»obal^  around  18  feet  or  so,  I’d  start  {mlling  in  nty  collective,  and  in  every  case  I  put 
in  too  much.  The  amount  I  put  in,  although  it  was  t<»  much,  I  descended  through  my  altitude 
probabty  around  6  feet  to  7  feet  on  an  oocasioiL  Once  the  collective  took  eBect  I  went  back  up,  and 
shot  up  to  17  feet,  18  feet,  maybe  19  feet  one  time,  and  then  back  down.  My  target  ought  to  have 
been  IS  CeeL  1  was  pumping  the  collective  to  hold  it  to  IS  feet  until  I  got  fairty  stable.  1  probabty 
nude  anywhere  from  S,  ^  to  7  collective  inputs,  ranging  from  2  down  to  about  1/8  in  that  3  second 
period  there.  That  was  tte  most  difBcuk  thmg  about  the  tasL  It  was  maintaining  and  getting  back 
in  to  my  altitudes. 

OntheVCRs:  The  pitch  attitude,  I  could  tell  for  {»eciseness  on  my  distance  ontyuhen  I  realty 
concentrated  cm  H.  It  didn’t  give  me  super  cues  so  it’s  probabty  about  a  2.7S  because  I  did  notice  that 
I  was  starting  to  have  a  little  Mt  nose  high  attitude,  and  that  I  was  going  to  start  to  drift.  RoO  I  didn’t 
realty  notice,  so  I  won't  ccMament  on  that  at  alL  The  longitudinal  rate,  and  the  lateral,  both  of  them 
ate  probabty  about  a  3.  I  noticed  that  1  had  backed  up,  but  I  didn’t  realty  notice  that  I  was  at  a 
certain  rate  or  aitything.  My  vertical  rate,  I  had  a  fairty  good  cue  right  in  front  of  me  to  show  udiat 
ft  was.  The  bar,  especialty  v^ien  I  got  down  towards  the  bottom,  and  saw  the  happy  face.  Up  at  the 
top,  I  saw  the  bar  coming  in  view,  those  were  fairty  good  cues.  Then  the  middle  portion  of  tte  cues, 
actually  how  Cut  I  was  going,  and  how  precise  nty  rates  were,  it  realty  was  not  go^  All  in  all,  of  the 
whcrie  fricture  ft  was  (nobal^  fair,  rigftt  around  the  2.75  range. 

r—llurtfciM  A 

Run  152  fHoverl.  Desired  performance  was  met  It  was  a  slight  bit  of  continuous  wandering 
afiiCT  iteut  40  secQixls,  I  did  start  to  move  a  little  Mt,  and  that  got  me  off.  Altitude  was  easy. 
-Heading  was  eaty.  I  could  remain  pretty  reastmal^  stabOized.  Is  ft  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
pcrfrsraianoe  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  Fd 
aayycA  Fd  say  there  were  some  mDdty  unpleasant  deSdencies.  Minimal  pilot  compoisation  required 
fisr  desired  performance,  so  HQR  3.  Fd  $ty  that  there  is  seme  lateral  a^  a  little  bit  of  longitudirud 
qidic  appUaftkm  once  about  every  3/4  to  a  second.  Thqr  were  real  small  magnitude,  1^2nd  of  an 
indL  Just  basically  pressure  and  counter  pressure  mne  than  artything  eke,  and  this  was  all  after 
about  35  seconds  pretty  much  staying  almost  stilL  It  was  fairty  eaty  aD  over,  HQR  3. 

The  VCR’s  were  (Hetty  mudi  the  same.  I  could  get  the  pitch  attitude.  I  was  realty  trying  to 
concentrate  a  little  bit  more  (m  roD  attitude.  Roll  attiuide  was  around  a  2-1^  Pitch  attitude,  on  the 
real  smaD  afipiications,  I  wasn’t  getting  the  real  preciseness  on  it  I  was  getting  it  frurty  good  on  the 
larger  ones.  Fd  say  that  was  a  3-1/4  on  the  (rit^  attitude.  Horizontal  translational  rate.  This  was 
probabty  the  worse  th««g  that  I  had  in  the  kmiptudinaL  I  got  teal  small  translations  that  I  didn’t  pick 


up  veiy  rapidly,  and  then  the  rate  built,  so  for  predseness  that’s  probably  around  a  3-1/2  in  the 
longitudind.  ihe  lateral  had  a  little  bit,  but  I  could  pretty  much  see  them  a  little  better  because  of 
the  squares.  I  could  see  when  I  was  building  any  kind  of  rate  so  that  was  probably  around  1.75.  In 
the  vertical.  I  didn’t  really  move  much  vertically,  so  I  can’t  really  give  a  cue  on  that 

Run  153  (Vertical  Translation^.  The  desired  performance,  keeping  the  cone  within  the  lower 
half  of  the  right  window  at  all  times,  I  did  that  Keep  target  plus  or  minus  2  feet  and  heading  plus 
or  minus  5  degrees.  I’ve  met  desired  performance.  As  far  as  HQR:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is 
adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without 
improvement?  I’d  say  no.  There  are  minor  but  annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  performance  requires 
nroderate  pilot  compensation  so  I’d  say  that’s  HQR  4,  and  it’s  based  on  the  amount  of  c^lic  inputs 
1  had  to  put  in  to  maintain  my  position  relative  to  the  cone.  I  was  putting  in  fore  and  aft  c^lic 
inputs.  I’d  say  1/16  and  1/8  inputs  evety  one  to  two  seconds.  I  moved  in  a  little  bit  too  close  as  I 
increased  [altitude],  so  I  felt  that  I  was  having  to  work  a  little  bit  harder  in  the  <^lic  realm  than 
should  be  warrant^  as  far  as  being  able  to  just  go  down.  So,  HQR  4. 

For  the  VCR’s:  On  pitch  attitude,  pretty  much  like  the  last  one,  I’d  say  about  a  3-1/2.  This  was 
mainfy  because  I  didn’t  have  the  cues  to  see  that  I  was  actually  chan^g  the  pitch  real  small  amounts, 
and  I  was  getting  a  little  bit  of  forward  drift  in  there,  more  than  I  really  wanted  to,  because  I  had  to 
go  forward  and  aft,  forward  as  I  descended  and  aft  as  I  ascended,  so  I  wasn’t  getting  it  as  well  as  I 
needed  to.  On  the  roll,  I  would  s^  about  a  3  overall,  because  again  it’s  not  real  good  or  real  precise 
trying  to  go  in  to  the  cone.  Horizontal  translational  rate:  Laterally  about  fair,  3  because  it  didn’t 
show  the  rates  I  was  picking  up  going  in.  Horizontal,  it’s  3.25,  it’s  a  little  bit  worse  than  that  trying 
to  maintain  a  precise  accurate  rate.  Vertical,  I  had  the  cone.  It  was  the  only  good  reference  I  had. 
The  ball,  out  ri^t  in  front  of  me,  really  wasn’t  that  effective,  so  all  in  all.  I’d  say  that  was  about  a 
3.25. 


Run  154  (Slaloml.  I  didn’t  really  meet  desired  performance  in  that  I  got  sloppy  more  than 
anything  else.  I  let  the  airspeed  bleed  off  just  a  little  bit  It  was  really  fairly  easy  to  fly,  and  then  I 
caught  it,  and  I  got  it  back  up  to  where  I  wanted  it,  and  I  flew  it  easily  from  there.  Although  I  didn’t 
meet  the  desired.  I’m  still  going  to  go  with  the  HQR  based  on  meeting  desired  because  I  thought  that 
was  ea^  to  do.  The  altitude  was  no  problem.  Lateral  distance  was  okay.  Adequate  was  okay.  Let’s 
see,  on  the  HQR,  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  would  say  yes.  There’s  some  mildly  unpleasant 
deficiencies.  Minimal  pilot  compensation  was  really  required  for  desired  performance  even  though 
I  kind  of  screwed  up  on  it  I’ll  give  that  an  HQR  3.  The  main  reason  is  because  I  didn’t  have  to  do 
inuch  on  the  collective.  I  think  I  made  one  collective  input  at  the  very  beginning,  prior  to  reaching 
there,  because  I  thought  I  was  starting  to  descend  as  I  went  in  from  the  initial  point  of  IC  I  added 
a  little  tut  ot  collective,  aixl  it  was  too  much  so  I  began  to  start  increasing  my  airspeed.  I  also  swung 
out  a  little  too  wide  as  I  began  the  course.  I  had  to  correct  for  it  as  I  went  through  the  course.  At 
one  pcunt,  as  I  decreased  iny  collective  to  reduce  it  back,  I  put  in  just  a  little  bit  too  much  r^lic  in 
it,  and  I  got  down  to  about  34  knots  or  so.  I  went  actually  below  35  knots,  so  that’s  why  I  didn’t 
meet  desired  at  that  point  I  saw  it,  and  added  a  h’ttle  bit  and  I  descended  down  a  little  bit  All  in 
all  it  was  real  easy  to  fly.  I  had  no  real  problems  with  it  at  all  I  had  onfy  a  little  bit  of  fore  and  aft 
cyclic  application.  That  was  right  around  the  third  pole,  and  that’s  when  I  thought  that  my  pitch 
attitude  was  off  a  little  bit,  so  HQR  3  overall 

The  VCR’s:  Pitch  attitude  was  about  a  2.75.  It  was  a  little  bit  better.  I  could  see  a  little  bit 
better  attitude  for  making  changes,  because  I  guess  I  was  looking  more  out  at  a  distance,  so  that  any 


type  of  attitude  changes  were  good.  I  was  picking  up  real  good  cues  from  the  horizon,  so  I  could  see 
a  little  bit  better.  The  roll  attitude,  I  didn’t  really  look  at  very  well,  but  th^  were  right  around  the 
same  range,  2.75.  The  horizontal  translational  rate,  on  the  lateral  axis  I  didn’t  look  at  it,  so  I  won’t 
comment  on  it  On  the  tongitudinal  axis,  that’s  probably  the  only  difficult  area  of  the  whole  thing. 
I  couldn’t  get  real  good  cues  to  see  exactly  how  fast  I  was  going  externally,  and  internally  all  I  had 
was  the  indicator,  so  I’d  say  about  a  3-1/2  on  that  On  the  vertical  translational  rate,  probably  not 
as  pxxl  as  1  would  have  liked,  because  I  descended  a  little  bit  I  was  getting  off  probably  about  8 
feet  or  so,  10  feet  at  times,  so  all  in  all.  I’d  say  that  was  about  a  3.25,  because  I  just  didn’t  have  that 
good  of  a  vertical  rate. 

Run  155  (Bobup/Downl.  Desired  performance.  The  first  couple  I  didn’t  make  it  One  was  12- 
1/2  or  13  [seconds].  The  last  one  I  made  it  at  10,  so  I  think  I  can  meet  desired  performance  fairly 
welL  Maximum  overshoot?  I  didn’t  have  any  overshoot  Overshoot  on  the  bottom  was  less  than 
five.  The  first  time  I  think  it  wasn’t,  but  the  other  ones  were  all  very  good,  so  I  didn’t  really  have 
any  difficult  on  the  whole  maneuver.  The  technique  that  I  used  u^en  I  started  was  that  I  applied 
ptobabfy  two  inches  worth  of  collective.  Everything  else  remained  still  as  I  looked  like  I  was  probably 
five  to  10  feet  away  from  the  bobup  point  Then,  I  just  took  out  udiat  I  already  put  in,  and  I  kind 
of  went  up.  By  the  time  I  had  stabiliz^  and  started  the  descent,  I  had  been  there  long  enough,  two 
to  three  seconds,  and  then  I  was  in  my  descent,  and  then  I’d  load  collective  about  two  inches  lower. 
When  I  got  to  w^at  I  assumed  was  over  20  feet  or  so,  then  I  would  put  in  rapid  collective  application, 
and  that  would  slow  my  rate.  Fd  go  down  through  the  overshoot  about  two  or  three  feet,  and  then 
as  1  started  at  the  very  bottom  of  that,  I  would  decrease  collective,  and  back  to  what  I  thought 
was  my  initial  position,  and  I  would  raise  up  to  about  15  and  stop,  point  one  or  two  feet,  and  then 
make  any  kind  of  soudl  collective  applications  after  that  to  adjust  All  in  all,  there  were  about  three 
or  four  collective  applications  on  the  bottom,  and  onfy  one  at  the  top,  so  fairfy  ea^.  As  far  as  HQR: 
Is  it  controUaible?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’d  go  ahead  and  say  yes.  There  were  some  mildly  unpleasant 
deficiencies,  and  that  was  ix^en  I  had  to  use  the  collective.  I  couldn’t  just  put  in  one  collective  input, 
then  stop  it,  and  it  would  stop  it  right  on  that  point  I  had  to  use  two  or  three  collective  applications 
at  the  very  bottom.  When  I  did  that,  I  got  in  to  just  a  slight  ^lic.  I  noticed  that  I  would  lower  my 
nose  a  little  bit,  and  then  I  would  have  to  adjust  back  having  to  put  in  one  cyclic  application  or  two. 

Minimum  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance,  so  I  would  say  that’s  HQR  3. 

The  VCR’s:  These  are  pretty  mudi  what  they’ve  been  before.  In  the  pitch  attitude,  again, 
probably  r^t  around  the  3  area.  I  was  looking  out  at  a  distance,  and  that  was  okiy.  When  I  got 
up  to  tlm  top,  I  could  see  it  was  off  just  a  little  bit,  but  it  wasn’t  super.  It  didn’t  give  me  that  I  was 
showing  that  I  actual^  had  a  nose  high  attitude.  It  was  very  small,  aixl  I  actually  translated  aft  just 
a  little  Wt,  so  around  a  3.  On  the  pitch  attitude,  no  comment  on  that  On  the  roll  attitude,  no 
otmunent  on  that  Horizontal  translational  rate  cm  the  longitudinal  axis  about  a  325.  A  little  tess 
than  fair,  because  I  did  do  a  little  lateral  to  the  rear,  although  I  could  see  it  once  I  got  down  low,  up 
on  the  top  I  couldn’t  see  it  At  the  bottom,  it  would  be  a  little  bit  better  than  fair.  At  the  top,  it’d 
probably  be  up  around  a  4  ot  a  4-1/2.  I  couldn’t  see  it  at  all,  so  it  averages  out  to  about  325.  *1110 
lateral  translation,  no  oomment.on  that  The  vertical  translational  rate,  pretty  much  the  same  as 
before.  A  little  bit  better  disceming  iity  rate.  I  don’t  know  u^at  it  was,  or  if  it’s  just  because  I’m 
getting  used  to  it  All  I  bad  was  the  poles  and  the  wires.  I  started  looking  through  those  a  little  bit 
mmo  thk  time,  and  as  th^  got  wider  at  the  bottom,  I  could  see  udiat  my  rate  was.  I’d  say  overall 
cmly  about  a  on  the  vertical  In  the  middle  portion  it  wasn’t  veiy  good.  It  vrasn’t  until  I  got  down 
to  the  bottom  or  the  top,  and  then  I’m  pretty  much  having  to  react 


Pilot  comment  card:  Flying  technique  modified  because  you’re  flying  a  simulator?  I  don’t  think 
my  f^g  technique  is  modified.  The  only  thing  different  than  I  normally  do,  is  I  don’t  worry  about 
the  ground  as  much,  because  I  don’t  go  through  it  The  only  other  thing  I  would  say  is,  you  may  not 
be  quite  as  cautious  about  some  of  the  collective  inputs  on  the  bobdowns  because  you  don’t  want  to 
torque.  Some  of  the  aircraft  I  fly  have  problems  with  torque,  and  if  you  pull  in  as  rapid  as  I’ve  been 
doing  here,  then  it  might  have  a  problem  with  some  of  the  torque.  I  might  be  a  little  bit  more 
aggressive  in  the  simulator.  That  may  be  even  more  aggressive  on  the  poles,  because  I  might  cut  the 
comers  a  little  bit,  and  be  real  close  to  the  poles  on  the  slalom  course,  whereas  if  I  was  out  in  the 
aircraft.  I’d  make  sure  I  had  clearance  of  that  I’d  hate  to  hit  one.  If  my  technique  is  modified  at 
all,  and  I  don’t  think  it  is,  it’s  just  that  I  may  be  a  slight  bit  more  aggressive.  Aircraft  response?  I 
didn’t  notice  any  real  changes.  I  would  say  in  areas  of  response  and  crispness,  I  would  say  the  second 
one  I  did  was  the  most  crisp.  The  baseline  was  next,  and  the  very  last  one  was  the  least  as  far  as  the 
crispness  goes.  There  wasn’t  any  unusual  characteristics.  Motion  cues  affect  your  control  of  the 
rotoroaft,  valuable  for  control?  I  though  they  were  pretty  valuable.  I  liked  the  feel  in  the  seat  of 
the  pants.  I  think  I  made  a  comment  on  the  second  run  I  had,  that  I  felt  like  I  actually  had  a  little 
bit  of  a  descent  going,  and  1  felt  that  on  the  seat  of  my  pants.  That  might  have  helped  in  the  visual, 
giving  me  more  cues  intemalty  to  my  brain,  I  guess  that  the  visual  cues  were  not  helping.  Compare 
this  motion  system  with  the  other  systems  flown  in  this  experiment?  Well,  there  were  three  different 
motion  tystems  I  flew.  The  second  one  was  kind  of  a  little  bit  on  the  jerlty  side,  and  I  had  a  tendency 
to  PIO  so  comparing  that  one  with  other  ones,  it  was  just  a  little  bit  more  difficult  This  last  one  is 
more  in  tune,  like  a  sludge  driver,  like  I  ant  It  was  easier  to  control,  and  probably  the  preciseness 
and  the  aggressiveness,  you  weren’t  as  quick  as  the  other  ones.  In  the  baseline,  in  comparison  with 
that,  it’s  like  what  I  said  about  the  first  one.  The  baseline  was  in  the  middle,  this  one  is  a  little  bit 
slower,  and  the  second  one  was  quicker,  fixed  base  was  the  one  that  got  me  the  most  nauseous  than 
aity  thing  else.  Out  of  the  four,  it  was  definitety  the  worst  I  liked  the  motion,  and  it  gave  me  some 
different  leads,  and  stuff  to  help  me  to  go  along  with  the  visual  cues.  The  motion  and  the  visual  cues 
seem  consistent?  I  thought  th^  seemed  fairty  consistent  and  I  didn’t  notice  anything  different 
Unusual,  conflicting,  uncomfortable,  visual  motbn  cues?  Rxed  base  is  uncomfortable.  L(X)king  out 
you’d  think  you  were  in  a  turn,  and  your  body  says  no.  It’s  just  a  little  conflicting,  and  it’s  hard 
adjusting  to  that  On  occasioit  if  I  got  into  a  PIO  bom  the  outside  in  any  of  the  environments,  then 
I  would  get  a  little  nauseous  or  kind  of  a  queasy  feeling,  and  that  goes  along  with  number  seven. 
That  was  basically  in  the  bobup/bobdown.  It  was  the  worst  task  of  those.  Visual  scene?  The  only 
thing  is  that  it  would  have  some  more  vertical  obstructions  out  there,  and  that  would  probabty  aid 
in  some  of  the  attitude  problems  that  may  be  in  the  lateral  and  the  longitudinal  drift 

G.  PILOT  Me 

\ 

BaseliBC  Confleiiration  (Fixed  Esss) 

Run  114fHover'>.  Desired  performance  —  keep  the  cone  within  the  lower  half  of  the  window. 
I  did.  It  wasn’t  reasonably  stabilized.  At  times  it  was  starting  to  drift  away.  It’d  be  stable  for  10-15 
scCTHidf  then  I’d  move  off  so  I  didn’t  meet  that  requirement  Altitude  was  within  2  feet  The 
heading  was  within  plus  or  minus  5.  Not  as  good  as  with  the  motioit  I  think  that  I  am  at  desired 
performance  It’s  controllable.  I  did  get  adequate  performance.  It’s  not  satisfactory  without 
improvement  The  deficiencies  I  found,  primarily  ability  to  maintain  a  good  attitude,  roll  and  pitch 
attit^fdr,  was  kind  of  difficult  It  was  very  hard  to  tell  if  you  had  a  big  change  or  a  little  change.  I 
would  give  it  an  HQR  of  4.  I  was  doing  a  lot  of  compensation  as  far  as  fore  and  aft  and  lateral  cyclic 
inputs.  About  a  standard  two  inputs  per  second  in  different  directions. 
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As  far  as  VCRs:  Pitch  attitude  was  not  very  good.  Not  as  good  as  fair,  I’d  give  that  a  3-1/2. 
RoU  attitude  was  a  little  bit  better,  I’d  give  it  probably  a  3-1/4.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  if  I  took 
attention  off  the  cone  and  looked  outside  it  was  okay,  but  sort  of  crept  away  without  seeing  i' 
outside  too  well.  If  you  started  going  fast  and  made  a  big  correction  you  could  really  tell  you  were 
moving  so  I  would  give  it  another  3-1/2.  Vertical  translational  rate,  I  didn’t  notice  much  change  in 
altitude  at  all  so  I  couldn’t  give  it  a  good  fair  rating  on  that  one.  I  got  off  maybe  one  or  two  feet. 
Noticed  it,  though,  so  I’d  have  to  say  on  this  level  it’s  about  a  3. 

Run  115  fVertical  TranslationV  Desired  performance  is  to  keep  the  cones  on  the  lower  half 
of  the  right  window,  and  I  did.  Get  your  target  altitude  plus  or  minus  2  feet,  I  did.  The  heading  plus 
or  minus  5  feet,  I  didn’t,  because  my  aUention  was  distracted  by  having  problems  in  controlling  the 
roll  attitude  during  the  up  and  down  .v*otions.  A  combination  of  that,  and  being  concentrated  on  the 
cone  so  I  don’t  think  that  was  a  problem  with  the  configuration.  HQR-wise,  it’s  controllable  during 
the  task.  You  do  get  adequate  or  better  performance  except  for  the  heading,  but  I  think  that  was 
me  more  than  the  situation.  Not  satisfactory  without  improvement,  that’s  for  sure.  I  will  give  it  an 
HQR  of  5.  The  reason  for  that  is  when  you  couple  the  maneuver  up  and  down,  mo-'^ng  laterally  to 
keep  the  cone  in  the  same  relative  position,  it’s  very  easy  to  have  a  problem  with  rc  ’  attitude  based 
on  the  fact  that  it’s  hard  to  judge  what  your  attitude  is  until  you’ve  gone  beyond  what  you  need,  and 
then  it’s  obvious  you  went  too  far.  Consequently  you  then  go  the  other  direction  to  compensate  for 
h,  and  again  go  too  far  before  you  get  the  cue,  but  you  got  what  you  wanted  so  you’re  getting  some 
result  I  was  working  too  hard  in  the  lateral.  Oveircompensated,  probably  overshot  about  three  or 
four  times  when  I  was  trying  to  get  just  a  stable  position  I  desired. 

As  far  as  visual  cue  ratings:  Pitch  attitude,  I  didn’t  have  a  lot  of  play  in  this  one.  It  wasn’t  all 
that  good,  either.  What  little  bit  of  movement  I  had.  I’ll  give  it  a  fair  3.  I  didn’t  make  a  lot  of 
corrections  that  way.  Roll  attitude.  I’m  going  to  have  to  say  it’s  closer  to  4.  No  real  precision  at  ell 
so  you  had  to  make  smaller  corrections  If  you  did  more  than  that,  you’re  overcorrecting.  Horizontal 
translational  rate,  I  had  a  little  bit  of  problems.  I  could  not  be  real  aggressive,  otherwise  I’d  get  too 
far  away,  and  faster  than  I  thought  I  was  going.  Consequent^,  I  would  say  it’s  not  very  good  for  that 
particular  task.  I’ll  give  it  a  3-1/2.  Vertical  translational  rates,  without  the  rad  alt.  I’d  say  I  didn’t 
have  a  lot  of  good  cues.  I  made  very  limited  corrections.  I  would  give  it  a  3-1/2. 

Run  116  fPirouettel.  Desired  performance,  to  keep  the  red  and  yellow  pads  on  the  instrument 
panel.  It  was  under  the  instrument  panel,  but  I  didn’t  meet  the  desired  performance  I  had  before. 
For  parameters.  I’ve  been  using  the  pads,  drifting  in  a  little  bit  then  drifting  bade,  a  little  further  thar 
I  was  supposed  to  be,  but  it’s  not  very  far  out  I  maintained  altitude  pretty  good  that  time.  I  got  a 
little  but  I  never  got  off  of  5  feet  Heading  on  the  nose,  the  aircraft  pointed  to  the  center.  I 
kept  h  pointed  to  the  center  pretty  well,  and  I  did  meet  it  within  45  seconds  Other  than  moving  in 
and  out  niy  red  and  yellow  boundary,  I  did  okay.  Fd  say  I  almost  got  desired  performance.  HQR 
for  this  task:  It’s  controllable.  You  can  get  adequate  performance  with  tolerable  workload.  It’s  not 
satisfactory  without  improvement  ‘There  are  some  deficiencies  in  the  pitch  attitude,  and  cues.  It’s 
very  hard  to  make  small  pitch  corrections  to  maintain  your  distance  away  from  the  pirouette  tower 
as  far  as  being  on  the  red  and  yellow  line.  There  was  a  lot  of  concentration  and  work  for  that,  and 
constant  movement  of  the  cyclic  fore  and  aft  just  to  find  out  where  my  pitch  attitude  was.  You  don’t 
get  a  very  good  cue  for  small  changes.  Fm  going  to  give  it  a  4-1/2. 

Visual  cue  ratings:  Pitch  attitude,  Fm  going  to  leave  it  the  aame  as  I  have  before,  as  a  4.  Roll 
attitude  is  pretty  good  because  you  can  hold  a  constant  roll  attitude  until  you  roll  out,  and  then  once 
you  roll  out  there’s  not  a  big  problem  to  know  what  your  attitude  is.  Did  overshoot  on  the  last  one 
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a  little  bit  I  didn’t  make  it  veiy  aggressive  so  I’d  give  it  a  3.  Horizontal  translational  rate  laterally, 
as  I  was  going  right  and  left  around  the  tower,  it  was  good  A  good  sensation  that  it  was  constant 
speed,  and  what  not  I  didn’t  feel  any  problems  with  that.  I  didn’t  make  much  corrections  at  all 
except  for  Uying  to  stop.  I  didn’t  do  very  good  on  the  stopping  so  I  will  give  it  a  fair,  3.  Tiying  to 
judge  when  to  stop  was  my  biggest  problem.  Vertical  translational  rate,  I  picked  up  a  few  more  cues 
that  time  that  I  was  climbing  and  descending,  but  they  were  not  that  good  so  I’ll  give  them  a  fair,  3. 

Run  117  fSlalomV  Desired  performance  was  to  go  through  it  35  knots  without  slowing  down, 
going  to  a  maximum  of  43.  I  was  fairly  stable  around  35.  I  saw  myself  decelerate  to  30  knots  when 
I  was  concentrating  on  the  Grst  two  towers  during  the  roll  maneuver  and  I  didn’t  notice  pitch  attitude 
change.  I  just  slowed  down  to  30  so  I  didn’t  get  the  desired  performance  there.  Lateral  distance 
from  the  poles,  I  was  within  desired  parameters,  and  altitude  was  pretty  good  that  time,  definitely 
within  plus  or  minus  IS.  I  didn’t  get  desired  performance  on  the  airspeed  during  the  first  two 
aggressive  turns.  I  think  that  was  based  on  the  fact  of  the  maneuver.  HQR-wise,  it’s  controllable. 
I  did  get  adequate  performance.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  The  deficiency  again 
b  the  lack  of  pitch  attitude  cues.  The  fact  that  when  you’re  aggressive  in  the  roll  axis  your  cues  as 
far  as  your  pitch  attitude  may  or  may  not  have  changed.  The  altitude  didn’t  change  any.  I’m  quite 
sure  it  was  ^e  roll  I  raised  the  nose  up  during  the  maneuver  so  I  think  something  that  needs  to  be 
compensated  there  by  the  pilot  You’ve  got  to  look  inside  because  you  can’t  tell  outside.  I  didn’t 
get  desired  performance,  ^  give  this  maneuver  a  4-1/2  also,  primarily  for  the  problem  of  maintaining 
airspeed  in  the  aggressive  part  of  the  course. 

Visual  cue  rating  scale:  Pitch  attitude.  I’m  going  to  go  down  to  a  solid  4.  You  can’t  make 
precise  changes.  Roll  attitude  was  good.  I  would  say  I  knew  when  I  made  an  aggressive  change,  and 
when  to  stop  getting  around  the  pillars.  I  could  be  quite  aggressive  as  far  as  the  beginning  of  the 
course.  Precision  was  good.  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  1  Horizontal  translational  rate,  since  I  was 
aggressive,  stayed  within  thr^  I’m  going  to  ssy  that  it  was  quite  good  for  this  particular  task,  2-1/2. 
Vertical  translational  rate,  the  altitude  stayed  quite  good,  I  didn’t  have  any  trouble  with  that  I  can’t 
really  rate  this  one  since  there  were  not  any  changes  made  at  aU.  Just  say  it’s  fair  3. 

Run  118  fBobup/Downl.  I  did  each  one  in  12  seconds  or  less.  The  overshoot  on  the  bob  up, 
no  more  than  1/2  a  square  on  the  hover  board,  I  believe  I  made  that  requirement  also.  And 
overshoot  on  the  bobdown  no  more  than  5  feet  and  this  time  I  met  that  requirement  I  got  desired 
performance  this  time,  amazingly  enough.  I  have  to  make  a  quick  aside  here,  that  maneuver  makes 
me  feel  queasy  in  the  stomach.  The  aircraft  is  controllable  in  this  configuration.  You  can  get 
adequate  performance.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  Definitely  not  Oh,  wow,  what 
^rating  to  give  it  this  time?  I  did  get  desired  performance,  but  with  more  tl^  minor  deficiencies  to 
me.  What  are  the  deficiencies?  The  deficiencies  are  cues  in  terms  of  vertical  translation  rate.  Once 
you  start  going,  you  have  a  hard  time  to  determine  that  you  have  stopped  moving.  I  had  to 
compensate  quite  a  bit,  especially  on  the  bobdown  by  getting  the  rate  start^  Consequently,  ta]fin£ 
out  half  the  input  I  gave  it  to  start  the  rate  down,  and  then  coming  in,  crosschecking  my  altitude,  and 
then  sneaking  in  enough  power  to  stop  it  You  really  kind  of  work  hard  on  that  I’m  going  to  give 
it  a  4-1/2  primarily  for  that  reason.  I  didn’t  drift  fore  and  aft  or  left  and  right  as  much  as  I  did  in  the 
past  Thm  was  some  drift  that’s  hardly  noticeable  vdiile  you’re  doing  the  up  and  down  maneuver. 
You  don’t  realize  it  until  you  either  stabilize  at  the  top  or  at  the  bottom  that  you’ve  moved.  It  seems 
like  eveiy  time  1  came  down,  1  backed  up,  and  1  didn’t  notice  I  had  changed  the  pitch  attitude  that 
much. 
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Visual  cue  ratings:  Just  based  on  my  last  comment,  you  don’t  have  very  good  pitch  attitude 
change  indications  so  you  can’t  make  very  aggressive  changes  in  pitch  attitude.  You  can’t  even  see 
the  small  ones  that  you  have  made,  I  give  it  a  4.  As  far  as  the  roll  attitude,  it  didn’t  come  in  to  play 
this  time.  I  don’t  think  I  should  rate  it  Horizontal  translational  rate,  as  far  as  knowing  that  you  are 
moving  forward,  once  you  get  about  halfway  up,  you  don’t  have  any  cues  as  far  as  fore  and  aft 
movement  until  you  start  seeing  the  board,  and  you  can  start  judging  that  you’re  getting  closer  to  the 
board  so  the  cues  aren’t  very  good.  Ill  give  it  a  3-1/2.  Vertical  translational  rate,  I  had  the  biggest 
problem  with  knowing  how  fast  I  was,  and  when  I  made  a  change  to  slow  down  realizing  that  the 
diange  was  taking  effect  so  it  wasn’t  very  good.  I  wasn’t  aggressive  especially  on  coming  up  and 
down.  1  gave  a  control  input  to  get  started,  and  then  took  it  out  just  to  see  what  was  going  to 
happen  so  I  could  be  less  aggressive  there.  I  would  say  it’s  fair,  probably  a  3-1/2. 

Run  119  fDash/Duickstonl.  Desired  performance  was  to  stabilize  past  the  last  pole  before  the 
red  and  yellow  line.  I  did.  I  had  a  lot  of  overshoots,  but  I  met  the  desired  performance.  Maintaining 
altitude  within  plus  or  minus  15  feet,  I  think  the  max  I  was  off  was  10  feet  high  so  ^  ii.ink  I  was  okay 
there.  I  met  desired  performance  for  this  particular  maneuver.  HQR  Scale:  It  was  controllable, 
adequate  performance  was  attainable  with  reasonable  workload.  It’s  not  satisfactory  without 
imptovemenL  The  deficiencies  I  noted:  You  don’t  get  a  good  clue  of  vertical  rate  of  motion  unless 
you're  going  up  and  down  until  youVe  got  quite  a  rate  developing.  Sensation  of  moving  forward  was 
okay,  however,  it's  hunting  and  pecking  the  pitch  attitude.  It  was  hard  to  maintain  a  constant  one. 
So,  I  finally  said,  quit  moving  it,  and  left  it  where  it  had  fallen  out  at  It  felt  normal,  which  it  was 
someudiere  about  4  degrees  nose  low.  I’d  start  the  maneuver  going  10  degrees  nose  low,  but  it’s  hard 
to  hold  it  down.  Consequently,  I  only  got  the  60  knots  just  a  split  second  before  the  yellow  line  to 
start  the  deoeL  Once  ]rou  start  the  decel,  the  pitch  attitude  is  very  hard  to  judge  if  you  went  enough 
or  too  much.  I  overshot  trying  to  hunt  and  peck  for  a  good  pitch  attitude.  It  required  quite  a  bit 
of  cyclic  input  fore  and  aft  during  the  decel  portion.  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  4-1/2  again.  The 
deficiency  is  in  the  pitch  axis.  One  other  thing  that  I  noted,  I  didn't  note  that  I  had  drifted  off  to  the 
left  vduch  is  not  part  of  the  maneuver  or  criteria  in  desired  performance.  I  drifted  left  without 
realizing  it  at  the  beginning  until  I’d  gone  about  a  square  and  a  half  off  the  left  I  had  lack  of  some 
cues  there. 

As  far  as  the  VCR  ratings,  pitch  attitude  is  4.  Roll  attitude  —  concentrating  so  hard  on  the 
other  one.  I’d  say  it  was  fair.  I  didn’t  notice  that  I  was  drifting  left,  I  had  some  left  input  in  it  at  the 
beginning.  That  was  only  a  small  conection.  As  far  as  the  horizontal  translational  rate,  it’s  very  hard 
outside  to  tell  that  you’re  continually  accelerating.  The  only  good  gauge  of  acceleration  is  the 
airspeed  indkator.  I  think  that's  one  of  the  reasons  it’s  hard  to  get  your  pitch  attitude  where  you 
^ant  it  to  be  because  you’re  not  teal  sure  if  you’re  still  going  faster  or  not  I’m  going  to  say  that’s 
bM  quite  good,  Fm  going  to  give  it  a  3-1/2.  Won’t  do  it  laterally  because  it  didn’t  really  come  into 
play  that  much.  Vertical  translational  rate,  I  alrea^  said,  it’s  hard  to  determine  whra  you  start 
movinj^  once  a  rate  develops  it  becomes  more  obvious.  Can’t  tell  you  how  fast  I  was  going  vdien  I 
noticed  it  The  cues  were  small,  limited  corrections  are  tx>t  very  good,  I  want  to  give  it  a  3-1/2. 

Run  120  fSidestenl.  Desired  performance  was  to  st^  aligned  with  the  red  and  green  stripes. 
I  must  have  had  20  feet  I  was  keeping  a  dash  over  it 

I  went  forward  a  little  bit  Altitude  plus  or  minus  10  feet  I  think  I  just  barely  made  it  Heading 
within  plus  or  minus  10  degrees,  I  don’t  think  was  a  big  factor.  I  think  I  got  desired  performance, 
just  barely  got  it  in  two  areas,  the  longitudinal  position  and  altitude.  Altitude  really  went  13  feet  or 
so  going  left  The  aircraft  is  controllable,  you  can  get  adequate  performance.  We  got  pretty  high 
workload.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  Deficiencies  warrant  a  lot  of  improvement 
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Maintaining  your  altitude  is  very  hard  to  do.  I  couldn’t  quite  judge  that  I  was  climbing  or  ascending 
as  much  to  the  right  I  had  a  problem  going  to  the  left  while  stopping.  I  didn’t  have  any  sensation 
that  I  was  descending  like  I  was.  I  didn’t  notice  until  I  was  crosschecking  the  instruments.  I  got 
desired  performance  barely,  but  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  5  for  this  task  because  of  it  being  very  hard  to 
judge  your  altitude,  maintaining  altitude  especially.  I  also  had  a  little  bit  of  trouble  today  rolling  out. 
Once  I  got  established  in  a  good  aggressive  move  I  misjudged  the  rollout,  and  overshot  a  little  bit, 
maybe  one  time  so  I  wasn’t  very  aggressive  to  do  it  I’ll  still  give  it  a  S. 

Visual  cue  ratings:  Attitude  —  pitch  attitude  hasn’t  improved  any.  It’s  very  hard  to  tell  that 
you’re  backing  up  or  moving  forward.  Small  changes  you  can’t  really  notice,  so  I’ll  still  give  that  a 
4.  Roll  attitude  —  during  the  changeover  it's  very  hard  to  determine  your  roll  attitude.  It  seems 
to  be  a  little  bit  sluggish  in  response  if  that’s  the  correct  word.  It’s  hard  to  judge  what  your  roll 
attitude  is  during  the  stopping  portion  of  the  maneuver,  so  I  wasn’t  as  aggressive  as  I  could  have 
been,  but  it  wasn’t  real  bad.  I’ll  give  it  a  3-1/4  if  that’s  acceptable.  Horizontal  translational  rate,  once 
you  get  established,  it’s  hard  to  determine  if  you’re  speeding  up  or  slowing  down.  I  almost  got  the 
sensation  that  I  was  slowing  down  going  to  the  right,  but  then  I  overshot  a  little  bit  so  I  wasn’t  sure. 
It’s  not  very  good  cues  for  translation.  I  want  to  give  it  a  3-1/2.  Longitudinal  translation  didn’t  come 
into  play  too  much  that  time.  It  did  move  a  little  bit  off  the  line.  I  didn’t  get  a  very  good  cue  for 
it  eitto.  I  give  that  about  a  3-1/2  also.  Vertical  translational  rate  was  not  good  at  all  It’s  not  poor 
because  you  can  make  corrections,  the  rate  gets  high  before  you  really  notice  it  I’m  going  to  give 
it  a  4. 


Pilot  comment  card:  I  modified  my  flying  technique.  Basically  I  don’t  get  any  cues  at  all  from 
the  extra  sensations  I  have  flying  this  w^.  Obviously  I  compensate  by  really  looking  around  a  lot 
more,  and  cross  checking  the  instruments,  and  the  outside  scene.  The  aircraft  response?  It  appears 
slightly  sluggish  when  you’re  doing  it  this  way.  I  don’t  know  why.  Unusual  characteristics?  The  only 
thing  unusual  is  the  small  attitude  changes.  You  just  don’t  get  any  feedback.  You  don’t  get  any 
aircraft  response.  You  don’t  see  a  response  for  small  stuff.  There  were  no  motion  cues  unless  you’re 
talking  just  about  visual  cues.  Motion  helps  me  keep  my  perspective  on  what  the  aircraft  was  doing 
a  little  better.  Visual  cues  seemed  consistent,  we  already  talked  about  the  little  degradation  in  the 
scene,  but  there  were  no  inconsistencies  that  I  really  noticed.  I  guess  the  inconsistencies  that  I  would 
si^  in  terms  of  up  and  down  translation,  vertical  translation,  the  visual  cues  are  not  there  for  small 
sl^  rates.  Once  they  get  large  and  fast  then  you  get  some  cues,  so  there’s  a  little  inconsistent^ 
there.  The  uncomfortable  visual  cue  to  me  was  any  time  you  did  something  real  aggressive  in  the 
vertical  sods.  I  felt  uncomfortable  in  doing  the  bobups  and  bobdowns.  They  were  hard  to  do 
aggressive^  based  on  the  fact  that  you  get  up  there,  and  the  only  sensation  you  have  is  the  up  and 
down  motion  of  the  hover  board  or  the  happy  face  at  the  bottom.  The  nausea  occurred,  we’ve 
idready  talked  about  that  on  the  hover  bob  up,  and  a  little  bit  there  at  the  end  of  the  quickstop.  I 
didn’t  feel  so  good  there  either.  They  only  last  a  couple  of  minutes  because  we  went  to  IC 
Deficiencies  in  the  visual  scene?  No.  Lack  of  cues  in  the  vertical  motion  is  a  big  deficiency.  The 
other  deficiem^  I  would  say  would  be  the  lade  of  translation  horizontally.  The  lack  of  sense  of 
increase  and  decrease  in  sp^  is  veiy  hard  to  determine  from  the  outside  cues. 


Run  144  fHoverl.  At  the  end  the  cone  wasn’t  reasonably  stabilized,  it  does  wander  quite  a  bit 
The  altitude  was  no  problem,  within  plus  or  minus  2  [feet],  and  heading  was  no  problem.  I  didn’t 
meet  desired  performance  because  the  cone  continuously  wanders.  HQR  on  this  task:  It’s 
controllable.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it 
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Mtkfartniy  without  improvement?  I’m  going  to  say  no.  There  are  minor  but  annoying  deficiencies. 
I  had  desired  performance,  other  than  the  cone  wandering  a  little  bit  1  think  we’ve  got  to  give  it  a 
HQR  4.  The  problem  is  continuous  small  corrections  in  the  lateral  and  longitudinal  cyclic  required 
to  nrninfuin  youT  position.  I’d  say  One  or  two  in  both  directions  every  second  to  keep  the  cone  from 
wand«ing  a  lot 

As  far  as  visual  cue  scale:  The  pitch  attitude  cue,  I  would  give  it  a  fair.  You  can  make  small 
corrections  in  pitch,  but  the  precision  is  not  real  good,  so  I’d  pw  it  a  3.  As  far  as  lateral.  I’d  say  it’s 
also  fair,  a  3.  You  can’t  make  very  large  corrections  with  any  confidence,  and  you  don’t  rack  up  any 
good  precise  control  over  the  lateral  controls.  Horizontal  translational  rate:  Since  I  wasn’t  moving 
too  much,  it’s  land  of  hard  to  judge.  You  did  know  when  you  were  moving,  but  you  had  to  constant^ 
swivel  your  head,  so  I  would  have  to  say  it  was  fair,  a  3  a^.  Vertical  translational  rate:  It  did  come 
in  to  pky  somev^ere,  but  I  won’t  rate  it 

Run  145  (Vertical  Translation^  Desired  performance  was  to  keep  the  cone  with  in  the  lower 
half  of  the  right  window.  I  did.  To  achieve  target  altitude  within  plus  or  minus  2  feet  I  did. 
Maintain  heading  plus  or  minus  5.  I  did,  SO  I  met  all  the  desired  performance  requirements.  HQR: 
It’s  controllable,  b  adequate  performance  attained  with  a  tolerable  pflot  worUoad?  Yes.  b  it 
satisfactory  without  improvement?  Gosh,  Fm  at  a  crossroads  here.  I  want  to  give  it  a  3*1/2,  and  I 
know  I  can’t,  so  Fm  going  to  say  no.  There’s  some  very  minor  deficiencies,  so  I’ll  have  to  give  it  an 
HQR  4.  The  reason  I  give  it  an  HQR  4,  it  seems  like  it’s  very  difficult  to  detect  and  maintain  your 
position  v^en  you’re  moving  up  and  down  unless  you  do  it  really  slow.  You  can’t  keep  the  cone  in 
the  lower  portion  of  the  window  and  combine  the  heave  with  a  lateral  transbtion. 

As  far  as  visual  cue  rating:  Pitdr  attitude,  a|^  I’ll  give  it  a  3  for  fair.  You  can  make  small 
corrections.  Th^re  not  very  precise  corrections.  And  the  same  with  the  roll  attitude,  I’ll  also  give 
it  a  3.  Horizonte  transbtional  rate:  Fm  going  to  pve  it  a  4,  mainly  because  you  could  only  make 
really  «nall  corrections  as  you’re  moving  up  and  down.  You  can’t  really  be  precise  at  all  It’s  very 
hard  to  keep  the  cone  at  the  bottom  v^en  you  do  aggressive  maneuvering  so  that’s  a  very  poor  cue. 
Vertical  translational  rate:  FU  give  that  a  M/2,  somewhere  between  fair  and  poor.  You  make  very 
small  corrections,  and  you’re  not  very  precise.  The  top  or  the  bottom,  just  before  you  start,  you  can 
malrg  a  One  foot  diange  pretty  easily,  but  you  have  to  rely  on  the  gauge  instead  of  looking  outside. 
You  don’t  have  real  good  cues  outside.  It’s  very  hard  to  tell  any  motion.  Moving  up  and  down,  it’s 
hard  to  tell  at^  bteral  motion  at  all 

Rum  146-148  fSlaloml.  Desired  performance  was  to  keep  the  maximum  lateral  distance  from 
pdes  less  than  3  squares.  I  believe  I  met  that  requirement  Maintain  airspeed  within  plus  8  and 
minvs  0  knots.  I  think  I  lost  about  a  ki»t  or  two,  so  I  didn’t  quite  make  it  tlmre.  Maintain  altitude 
within  frius  or  minus  15  feet  I  met  it  easily.  I  could  have  met  the  airspeed  requirement  if  I  hadn’t 
tried  to  keq>  the  altitude  within  10  feet,  so  I  think  desired  performance  was  attained.  Now,  HQR 
for  this  one:  It  was  definite^  contrdlable.  b  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes  it  is.  b  it  sati^actory  without  improvonent?  I  would  s^,  no.  Minor  but  annoying 
It’s  very  bard  to  detect  ariy  airspeed  changes.  You’re  constant^  having  to  crosscheck, 
both  in  and  out,  and  make  small  corrections  on  the  ^clic  for  your  airspeed  during  the  turns  around 
the  p^ons.  It  requires  moderate  pilot  compensation,  so  I  give  that  a  4. 

Visual  cue  rating^:  Pitch  attitude  for  this  particular  maneuver,  I  pve  it  a  4.  You  could  only 
real  MHiiit  corrections  because  you  don’t  hiwe  any  good  indications  ubat’s  happening  outside 
the  aircraft.  When  you  combine  it  with  roll  attitude,  you  get  real  good  feedback  on  roll  attitude.  I’ll 
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give  it  2'3/4  for  the  roll  attitude.  Horizontal  translational  rate:  1  get  a  pretQr  good  sensation  that  it’s 
moving  laterally  during  the  turns  around  the  poles  as  you  go  on  across  from  side  to  side.  You  can 
wuilre  pretty  good  corrections.  FU  give  it  2-3/4  also  for  that  Vertical  translational  rate:  You  don’t 
get  veiy  good  cues,  especially  when  you  line  it  with  the  other  maneuvers.  When  you’re  making  a  big 
hank  to  go  around  the  pylons,  you  can’t  realty  tell  what  your  altitude  is  doing.  You  get  a  slight  aje, 
then  you  have  to  check  inside  to  confirm  it,  so  you  make  small  corrections  next  I’ll  give  it  3-1/2. 

Run  149  (Bobup/Downl.  Desired  performance  was  to  do  each  bobup  and  bobdown  within  12 
seconds  or  less.  I  did.  Maximum  overshoot  on  the  bobup  about  5  or  6  feet  I  think  I  met  that 
requirement  easily.  Overshoot  on  the  bobdown  no  more  than  5  feet  I  never  went  below  10  feet 
I  stayed  pretty  to  15  feet  each  time,  so  I  met  that  requirement  also.  As  far  as  HQR:  It  is 
controllable.  Adequate  performance  is  attainable  with  a  tolerable  workload.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without 
improvement  Well,  I  have  to  give  this  a  3.  There  are  some  mfldly  unpleasant  deficiencies.  There’s 
very  minimal  pilot  compensation  required  for  desired  performance  this  particular  run  through.  The 
compensation  required  is  in  the  heave  motion  as  you  kind  of  make  two  or  three  inputs,  and  use  the 
collective  vriien  you’re  approaching  your  top  and  bottom  positions,  about  three  adjustments  to  get 
stabilized  out  There’s  not  very  much  required,  and  to  hold  position  in  both  places  wasn’t  very 
difificuh  this  time,  so  I  give  it  a  3. 

VCR  ratings:  Attitude  cues.  Pitch  attitude:  I  didn’t  have  very  much  change  in  pitch  attitude 
at  an,  if  aity,  so  I  didn’t  notice  aity.  Fm  not  going  to  rate  that  if  that  is  okty.  RoU  attitude:  Fdhave 
to  give  it  a  3-1/2  for  roU  attitude.  The  only  reason  I  would  bring  that  up,  I  noticed  on  at  least  two 
out  of  three  of  them  I  had  some  roU.  I  sUd  to  the  left  as  I  came  up,  and  I  was  stabQized  when  I 
started,  so  you  don’t  notice  there’s  a  little  bit  of  roU  attitude  change  as  you  go  up,  so  you’ve  got  a 
teal  good  cue.  Horizontal  translational  rate:  1  dkln’t  have  mudi  motion  fore  or  aft  and  left  and  right, 
except  for  a  little  Ut  to  the  left  there  going  up  or  down.  I  don’t  think  it’s  much  better  than  fair.  I’ll 
give  it  a  3.  Vertical  translational  rate:  I  got  pretty  good  cues  there  this  time.  It’s  not  quite  good, 
but  it’s  not  bad,  FlI  give  it  a  2-1/1  Somevdiere  in  tetween  the  limited  and  aggressive  corrections  on 
the  odlective  in  the  heave  motion. 

Pilot  comment  card:  I  modified  nty  technique  flying  a  simulator  just  a  little  bit  You’ve  got  to 
fty  a  little  differently  by:  (1)  vriiere  you’re  lool^g  as  fsr  as  for  your  cues.  (2)  You’ve  got  to  be 
looking  for  three  or  four  different  things  outside  at  one  time  to  try  to  get  a  cue  for  motion.  That’s 
abcnit  it  Aircraft  response?  It  was  not  quite  crisp,  but  it  was  pretty  quick.  It  didn’t  have  any 
imusual  characteristics  on  it  The  motion  cues  were  pretty  valuable  for  control  Motion  and  visual 
cues  did  seem  to  be  consistent  The  onty  unusual  thi^  was  vriien  I  was  flying  the  slalom,  and  I  came 
"around  to  do  the  hover  board  the  first  time  tor  practfee.  I  felt  like  I  was  backing  up  looking  outside. 
I  was  gettmg  uidication  (tf  30  knots  airspeed  so  I  wasn’t  quite  sure  what  was  going  on  there.  That 
was  just  when  I  was  coming  around  from  the  first  slalom  run  to  do  the  hover  board.  I  never  did  feel 
skk  at  an,  and  no  major  deficiencies  to  discuss  in  the  visual  scene. 

ConlimwnthmA 

Run  157  /HoverV  Desired  performance  wm  met  easity.  I  kept  the  cone  within  the  lower  half 
erf  the  window.  It  was  pretty  stabilized.  Maintained  altitude  withfe  two  feet  Heading  within  five 
dqrees  very  easily.  HQR:  The  aircraft  is  controUable.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  wc^cload?  Yes,  very  easily.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without  improvmnent?  Fm  going  to  say 
ya.  I  have  to  give  it  an  HQR  3.  It’s  very  mild  deficiencies.  Minimal  oHnpensation  required  for 
derired  performanoe,  it  almost  hovers  by  itselL  You  only  have  to  compensate  for  drift  once  every 
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five  or  six  seconds  as  far  as  fore/aft  drift  You  can  make  small  inputs,  and  get  back  to  where  you 
want  to  be  veiy  easily. 

VCRs:  I  want  to  give  it  a  2-1/2  for  pitch  attitude.  I  was  between  aggressive  and  limited 
corrections  in  pitch.  It’s  better  than  vdiat  I’ve  seen  it  before.  Roll  attitude,  I’ll  give  it  also  2-1/2.  It 
felt  pretty  conifortable  making  corrections  to  get  me  back  where  I  wanted  to.  I  didn’t  have  to  make 
more  than  one  input  to  get  back  to  where  I  wanted  to  in  either  case.  Horizontal  translational  rate: 
The  cues  were  pretty  good.  You  could  note  real  small  drift  laterally  just  by  locking  outside.  You 
could  see  things  changing  pretty  good  this  time,  and  I  could  correct  for  it  I  give  it  2-1/2.  Vertical 
translational  rate:  I  didn’t  go  up  or  down  at  all,  so  I’m  not  going  to  rate  that  one  for  this  particular 
task. 


Run  158  (Vertical  Translation!.  I  met  the  desired  performance.  I  kept  the  cone  in  the  lower 
half  of  the  window.  I  met  the  altitude  within  two  feet  I  maintained  heading  within  5  degrees.  I  got 
off  slightly  at  the  bottom  because  I  started  concentrating  too  hard  on  the  cone,  but  it  was  no  problem 
as  far  as  noticing  that  I  was  getting  off  HQR:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactoty  without  improvement?  I’m  going  to 
sityyes.  HQR  3.  The  onty  deficient  I  have,  as  far  as  compensation,  is  that  you  have  to  compensate 
jntch  a  little  hit  A  couple  inputs,  eveiy  two  to  three  second  just  to  keep  from  accelerating  forward 
and  aft  more  than  you  want^  ta  When  you’re  moving  all  the  way  fiom  the  cone,  changing  your 
altitude,  it  was  pretty  good. 

As  far  as  the  VCRs:  Pitch  attitude:  FU  give  it  a  2-1/2  again  for  cues.  It’s  pretty  aggressive,  and 
my  cues  in  roll  attitude  are  the  same.  I’ll  give  it  a  2-1/2.  This  maneuver  I  did  a  lot  more  aggressively, 
quicker  than  the  last  time,  because  the  aircraft  feels  better.  Horizontal  translational  rate  is  good. 
Good  cues,  and  HI  give  it  2-1/2  because  I  can  maintain  the  cone  in  the  window,  and  moving  up  and 
out  is  pretty  good.  The  vertical  translational  rate:  Fm  going  to  give  it  a  3  because  I  had  to  limit  my 
corrections  on  the  collective  v/hca  I  was  trying  to  stabilize  out  at  the  altitudes. 

General  comment:  The  motion  and  the  visual  tystem  seem  to  be  more  in  line  with  each  other 
than  before.  The  aircraft  seems  to  be  more  damped,  that  seems  to  be  a  good  word  for  it 

Run  159  fSlaloml.  Desired  performance  was  to  maintain  less  than  three  squares  away  fiom  the 
pdes.  I  did.  Airspeed  plus  fi^ninus  0.  I  had  a  plus  5.  Right  at  the  end  I  got  about  a  plus  6,  but  I 
did  meet  that  requirement  Altitude  within  plus  or  minus  IS  feet  was  easily  met  I  think  I  was  off 
maybe  about  6  feet  on  the  high,  2  feet  on  the  low.  Let’s  see,  handling  qualities  rating.  It’s 
contndlaUe.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory 
without  improvement?  That’s  a  good  one  to  rate  tlmre.  I  want  to  give  it  a  3  plus.  I  don’t  know  if 
1  can  do  that,  but  the  only  deficient  IVe  found  is  that  it’s  hard  to  keep  from  making  tydic  inputs, 
or  dmnging  youT  pitdi  attitude  udien  you’re  making  the  roll  inputs  to  go  around  the  pylons.  I  kind 
ci  felt  ntys^  lowering  the  nose  wfaQe  I  was  doing  ft.  I  didn’t  get  very  good  cues,  you  had  to  kind  of 
compensate  for  that,  and  make  small  aft  ^dk  inputs,  one  each  second  just  to  keep  it  from  speeding 
iq)ODyou. 

Visual  cues:  The  pitch  attitude,  Fll  have  to  make  it  a  fair  this  time,  because  of  those  tyclic 
iiqmts  I  had  to  make.  A  three.  Roll  attitude:  I  would  say  that  you  could  be  aggressive  and  precise 
vety  easify.  Fll  give  it  a  2-1/2  again.  No,  give  it  2-1/4  that  time  for  the  roll  attitude.  Horizontal 
translational  rate  I  would  s^  was  good.  I’ll  give  it  a  2.  Vertical  translational  rate  sort  of  matched  by 


tlw  other  rates.  You  really  don’t  see  going  up  and  down  as  much,  but  you  still  get  a  better  idea  than 
before,  so  I’m  going  to  give  that  a  3. 

Run  160  fBobup/DownV  Desired  performance  was  to  do  each  one  in  12  seconds  or  less.  I  did. 
Maximum  overshoot  on  the  bobup,  plus  or  minus  6  feet  I  overshot  one  of  my  four  by  about  6  feet, 
but  I  think  I  met  the  desired  performance.  Overshoot  on  the  bob  down  no  more  than  5  feet?  I 
didn’t  have  any  problem  with  that  I  think  I  was  probably  between  13  and  18  feet  for  the  bob  downs 
so  I  met  the  desired  performance.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I  have  to  say  no  this  time. 
Desired  p^ormance  requires  moderate  compensation  of  the  pilot  It’s  a  4  minus  if  I  can  give  it  that 
The  only  de&iency  I  have  is  again  in  heave.  Control  of  the  collective  requires  a  couple  inputs  to 
level  off  at  the  desired  altitude.  You’re  moving  up,  and  then  you’ve  got  to  put  it  down  and  back  up 
a  little  bit,  to  make  quick  adjustments,  two  or  three.  It’s  more  noticeable  at  the  top  than  it  is  at  the 
bottom.  I  think  with  the  bottom.  I’ve  got  a  good  cue  with  the  horizon  there  as  to  v^at  IS  feet  is. 
That’s  realty  land  of  difficult  with  the  top  to  tell  if  you’re  even  with  the  boards,  and  trying  to  do  it 
as  fast  as  we’re  doing  it  in  12  seconds.  I  would  give  it  a  4. 

Visual  cue  ratings:  Pitch  attitude  cues.  You  don’t  notice  much  change  pitch  or  roll  this  time, 
so  Fm  not  going  to  rate  it  Obviously  they’re  okay  because  I  didn’t  start  wandering  around  a  lot  The 
translational  horizontal  rate  I’m  not  going  to  rate,  either,  because  I  didn’t  realty  see  much  translation. 
Vertical  translational  rate.  I  mi^t  give  it  a  3  because  you  can’t  be  real  precise  on  your  points  to  start 
and  stop  your  descents  at  The  stop  one  is  probabty  the  biggest  problem.  You  kind  of  limit  your 
collective  inputs,  and  you  don’t  get  very  precise  espedalty  at  the  top,  at  the  bottom,  even  when  I  was 
3  feet  off  my  15  feet 

Coaflgnnitlon  N 

Run  162  fHoverl.  Desired  performance  was  to  keep  the  cone  in  the  lower  half  of  the  window, 
which  was  accomplished.  The  cone  was  reasonably  stabilized.  It  was  wandering  a  little  bit  Altitude 
plus  or  minus  2  feet;  I  was  right  at  the  limits  of  the  plus  2  feet  Heading  plus  or  mmus  5.  Just  had 
plus  or  minus  one  or  two,  so  it  was  okay.  I  met  desired  performance.  The  aircraft  was  controllable. 
Is  adequate  performance  attai  nable  with  a  toterable  pQot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactoiy  without 
improvement?  I’m  going  to  uy  no.  Minor  but  annoying  deficiencies.  Desired  performance  requires 
moderate  pilot  compensation,  so  I’m  going  to  give  it  a  4.  You  have  to  catch  any  translational 
movements  quickly,  and  make  small  inputs,  particular  fore  and  aft,  one  or  two  per  second  once  she 
starts,  to  stop  it  and  then  get  it  back  vdtere  you  want  You  then  have  to  let  it  go  and  see  what’s 
going  to  happen  next  I  had  a  tendency  to  PIO  a  little  bit  in  small  inputs  both  laterally  and 
longitudinally  in  the  ^clic.  Towards  the  end  of  the  maneuver  I  finally  managed  to  convince  myself 
if  1  quit  moving  so  much,  I’d  be  more  stable,  and  1  was.  Any  small  movement  with  the  ^dic,  it 
seems  to  start  you  going,  and  you  alwqis  appear  to  be  moving.  It’s  veiy  bard  not  to  wander  around. 

Vsual  cue  rating^:  Pitch  attitude  cues:  I  bad  to  make  pretty  limited  corrections,  so  I’m  going 
to  give  it  a  3.  The  same  for  roll  attitude.  No,  give  them  both  3-1/4,  that  is  what  I  would  like  to  do. 
Horizontal  ti^lational  rate,  Fm  going  to  say  it’s  a  3-1/2.  I  don’t  know,  I  always  got  the  impression 
that  I  was  constantty  translating.  I  never  did  feel  comfiortable  with  the  fact  that  it  was  telling  me  that 
I  was  stable.  As  Car  as  the  vertical  translational  rate,  I  had  trouble  this  time  maintaining  my  altitude. 
Fd  run  it  up  and  down  around  2  feet  all  the  time,  so  Fm  going  to  give  that  a  3-1/2. 


Run  163  (Vertical  Translation).  Desired  performance  was  met  I  kept  the  cone  in  the  lower 
half  of  the  window.  I  achieved  the  target  altitudes  plus  or  minus  2  feet  I  maintained  heading  plus 
ot  minus  S  degrees,  but  I  had  a  littte  more  d' ''  -  Ity  requiring  more  pedal  inputs.  I  was  off  probably 
to  the  limit  at  one  time.  It  is  controllable.  Adequate  performance  was  attainable.  It’s  not 
satisfactoiy  without  improvement  I  will  give  it  a  4  for  HQ]^  The  pilot  compensation  required  to 
do  that  is  continual  ^lic  inputs,  fore  and  aft  longitudinal  inputs  to  maintain  your  position.  It’s  very 
hard  to  pick  up  on  small  pitch  attitude  changes  there.  I’m  constantly  making  corrections  of  about 
1/4  inputs  fore  and  aft  every  second  «4iile  I’m  moving  up  and  down  trying  to  be  stable.  Lateral  inputs 
are  required,  abo,  as  you  try  to  move  away  &om  the  cone  as  you’re  climbing  up,  and  closer  to  the 
cone  when  you’re  descending.  You  can’t  precise  in  where  you  put  the  cyclic  to  get  to  where  you 
want  to  start  translating  to,  away  from,  or  towards  the  cone.  You  have  to  kind  of  hunt  and  peck  for 
an  attitude  that  will  get  there.  You’ve  got  to  use  1/4  inputs  to  get  the  desired  effect  similar  to  the 
pitch  attitude  oiws. 

As  far  as  visual  cue  ratings:  You  kind  of  limit  your  corrections,  and  you’re  not  veiy  precise, 
m  give  it  a  3-1/2  again  for  pitch  and  roll  attitude  both.  Horizontal  translational  rate:  I  had  a  hard 
tinm  picking  up  on  the  cues  this  time.  I  give  it  3.75.  Vertical  translational  rate:  It’s  not  quite  as 
good  as  it  was.  It  was  real  hard  to  determine  that  I  was  going  up  as  fast  as  I  was  going,  or  as  slow 
as  I  was  going,  so  I  did  it  very  slow.  I  didn’t  have  good  cues.  FU  give  it  3-1/4  on  that  one.  Overall, 
the  aimaft,  you  can’t  seem  to  be  as  precise  with  your  control  inputs  right  now. 

Runs  164-166  fSlalomV  Desired  performance  was  to  stay  within  3  squares  of  the  poles.  I  met 
that  with  a  little  difBcully.  Airspeed  plus  8/minus  0  knots,  I  did  not  meet  I  didn’t  meet  the  airspeed, 
probabty  because  I  was  tired  frra  doing  it  three  times  in  a  row.  The  second  one  was  better,  and  I’ll 
base  it  on  that  Altitude  plus  or  minus  15  feet?  I  didn’t  meet  that  I  wandered  quite  a  bit  HQR 
for  this  task:  It’s  controllable.  You  can  achieve  adequate  performance  easify  enough.  Is  it 
satisfiKtoiy  without  improvement?  No.  I  want  to  give  it  an  HQR  4-1/2.  It’s  very  hard  to  notice  your 
pitdi  attitude  changes,  so  you  have  to  make  cross  reference  to  airspeed,  and  make  continuous  (^clic 
hqmts  to  keep  your  airspeed  from  getting  too  slow  this  time.  I  stiU  don’t  have  a  problem  keeping 
it  firom  getting  too  fast,  so  1  couldn’t  tell  during  the  roD  that  I  was  raising  the  nose,  or  it  was  coming 
up,  so  I  had  to  keep  ptohing  the  nose  over.  Also  in  the  roll,  it’s  very  difficult  to  get  a  precise  attitude 
c^ge  to  go  arou^  the  pole.  If  you  looked,  I  think  I  was  probably  going  from  the  start  out  at  the 
very  beginning  of  the  poles.  It’s  bard  to  be  very  aggressive  without  over  controlling  it  and 
ovenhooting  your  desired  bank  angle  with  corresponding  cyclic  inputs.  You’re  not  just  making  a 
crisp  input  and  holding  it  You’re  making  an  input  and  modifying  it  a  little  bit  and  then  making  the 
iop^  go  in  the  other  direction.  As  fv  as  altitude,  it’s  kind  of  hard  to  maintain  altitude  this  time,  but 
I  (hdn’t  mess  with  the  collective  that  much,  so  4  1/2  is  vdiat  I  give  it 

Vkual  cue  ratings:  Pitch  attitude  cues:  Fm  going  to  give  it  3-1/2.  You  really  couldn’t  notice 
the  changes  there,  not  as  good  as  I  like.  My  roll  attitude.  I’ll  give  it  a  3  because  you  can’t  be  teal 
predie,  and  ymiVe  got  to  limit  how  much  you  put  in.  Hcnizontal  translational  rate.  I’m  going  to  give 
it  a  3  aba  U’s  hard  to  tell  how  bst  you’re  moving  around  the  pole  whoa  you’re  translating  sidew^ 
as  you  go  down  the  course,  so  you  h^  to  be  quick  on  when  you  decide  to  start  the  bank  going  the 
ote  direction.  I  didn't  get  a  very  good  cue  on  that  It  seemed  to  be  all,  a  certain  time,  at  the  bank 
going  the  other  wi^.  The  vertical  translational  rate:  Fm  pnng  to  give  that  a  4.  Even  with  the  vdiite 
portion  of  the  cones,  vdiile  Fm  doing  the  pylons  trying  to  stay  midway  between  them,  which  is  about 
20  fiaet,  you  really  dcm’t  notice  if  you’re  climbing  or  descending  until  after  you  climbed  or  descended 
a  good,  Fd  say,  7  feet,  especially  during  the  aggressive  portion  of  the  task. 


Runs  167  and  168  fBobup/DownV  Desired  performance  was  to  complete  each  one  in  no  more 
than  12  seconds.  I  don’t  think  I  met  it  on  the  second  one.  The  first  and  last  one  I  did.  Maximum 
overshoot  no  more  than  1/2  a  square  on  the  hover  board.  I  think  I  overshot  that  on  the  first  one, 
but  I  met  the  requirements  on  the  other.  And  overshoot  on  the  bottom  no  more  than  5  feet  I  think 
I  just  met  that  one.  Overall,  I  would  say  I  met  desired  performance  except  for  each  of  the  three 
requirements  on  three  different  maneuvers,  so  I  think  I  made  it  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’m 
going  to  say  no.  HQR  5.  To  get  adequate  performance,  even  though  I  got  desired  performance,  you 
really  have  to  work  hard  on  this  particular  one,  or  maybe  I’m  just  tired.  Let’s  change  that  HQR  to 
a  4*1/2.  It’s  hard  to  tell  when  it’s  time  to  stop  going  up,  and  you  have  to  kind  of  hunt  and  peck  again 
with  the  collective  to  stop  at  the  right  position.  Going  up,  I  made  an  input  to  stop.  I’d  lower  the 
collective  a  little  bit,  and  that  would  stop  me,  but  then  I  had  to  make  more  and  more  input  to  get 
finalixed  down  in  a  stable  altitude.  Coming  down  it  was  very  difficult  this  time  to  stabilize  at  the 
bottom  unless  I  slowed  down  the  rate,  and  that  increased  my  overall  time  on  the  second  one.  On 
the  third  one  when  1  tried  to  go  down  as  fast  as  I  went  up,  I  dropped  down  to  about  4  feet  below 
my  target  altitude.  It  took  a  couple  of  times  of  bouncing  up  and  down  to  get  settled  out 

As  Car  as  visual  cues  go:  Pitch  attitude:  I  didn’t  notice  much  change  in  pitch  attitude,  so  I’m 
not  going  to  rate  that,  or  roll  attitude  either.  I  was  concentrating  too  much  on  going  up  and  down. 
Horizontal  translational  rate:  I  did  notice  that  I  moved  a  little  bit,  both  forward  and  sideways. 
Overall,  I  didn’t  try  to  make  corrections,  so  I  give  it  a  3-1/2.  The  vertical  translational  rate:  I  would 
give  that  a  3*1/2.  For  the  amount  of  input  I  put  in,  it  was  hard  to  judge  «^at  kind  of  aircraft 
response  I  would  get  Looking  outside,  you  didn’t  get  any  response  to  your  input  until  after  you 
waited  a  noticeable  delay.  I  couldn’t  be  as  aggressive  as  I  want^  to  be,  so  I  give  it  a  3*1/2.  I  don’t 
want  to  say  totally  engrossed  with  getting  in  to  the  right  altitude,  but  pretty  close. 

Pilot  comment  card:  My  flying  technique?  I  wasn’t  modified  as  much  as  I  thought  this  morning. 
I  guess  I  got  used  to  being  in  the  simulator,  in  the  box  again.  I  didn’t  use  the  pedals  much  at  all  for 
this  particular  flight,  I  don’t  know  why.  Aircraft  response?  On  the  first  one  this  afternoon,  1  thought 
it  was  crisp,  and  I  could  be  very  precise  on  what  I  wanted  it  to  do.  The  second  one  didn’t  seem  to 
be  as  stable  as  the  first  one.  It  wasn’t  as  crisp,  but  it  wasn’t  sluggish.  It  would  move,  but  it  wasn’t 
as  good  as  the  first  one.  Motion  cues?  They  were  good  for  the  control  of  the  aircraft  for  both  the 
scenarios.  This  motion  system  is  the  same  as  the  other  ^tems,  I  guess.  I  don’t  know,  the  second 
one  I  did,  overall,  felt  more  like  flying  than  any  of  the  others.  The  second  one,  the  motion  and  visual 
cues  seemed  to  be  the  most  coiuistent  between  my  inputs,  and  the  aircraft  response,  and  what 
happened  on  the  outside,  using  visual  reference  cues  to  attitude,  than  the  last  one  did.  I  didn’t  have 
aay  uncomfortable  motion  cues.  I  didn’t  get  a  feeling  of  discomfort  at  all  I  don’t  know,  but  I 
thought  that  there  was  kind  of  a  delay,  mi^be  I’m  just  tired,  in  the  visual  response  in  this  last 
simulation.  I  don’t  know  why  I  get  that  impression,  but  Fd  make  small  pitch  attitude  changes,  and 
Fd  see  the  texture  of  the  horizon  dtange  well  after  1  made  the  input  You’d  go  from  a  dark  to  a 
lighter  dark,  or  a  different  shade  of  grey,  and  you  could  notice  it  There  was  some  delay.  I  don’t 
know  why. 
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Configuration  A  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  301  fHoverV  The  main  problem  with  that  is  the  continuous  low  frequency  drifting  which 
we  alwi^  seem  to  have  with  rate  systems.  Altitude  control  was  no  problem,  and  heading  control  was 
no  problem.  We  certainly  had  a  problem  keeping  the  cones  stable  in  the  window.  The  hover  cues 
are  just  much  different  than  in  a  real  helicopter  where  you  can  look  down  at  something  and  stop  the 
thing  over  the  point  Here  it’s  necessary  to  look  out  at  the  horizon,  and  back  down,  and  a  lot  of 
division  of  attention.  Pilot  rating:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with 
tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  DeGciencies  warrant 
improvement  I  find  the  continuous  drifting  objectionable.  A  couple  of  times  the  cone  actually  left 
the  wiiKlow,  and  towards  the  end  I  was  actually  able  to  keep  it  in  there  with  a  very  high  level  of 
attention.  I  think  it’s  at  least  moderately  objectionable,  and  performance  only  adequate  because  of 
the  continuous  drifting  of  the  cone.  HQR  5. 

Run  302  (Vertical  Landing^  This  task  really  emphasizes  the  problem  of  trying  to  stabilize  the 
hover.  Again,  it’s  characterized  these  large,  low  fr^uen^  motions.  The  lower  I  get,  the  worse 
it  gets.  Getting  down  close  really  magnifies  the  problem.  I  al^  noticed  that  my  division  of  attention 
required  to  hold  heading,  and  krak  at  altitude,  caused  far  more  oscillations  in  X  and  Y,  which  is  an 
indication  of  the  extreme  attention  required  to  control  the  X  and  Y  position.  Ai^  large  attitude 
changes  in  X  and  Y  result  in  a  disaster  because  you  just  can’t  recover.  Ibere’s  not  enough  cues  there 
to  stop  the  motion,  and  bring  it  back  to  nominal  Pilot  decision:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  No. 
Here,  I  believe  we’re  at  the  bottom  of  Level  2.  It’s  very  objectionable,  but  tolerable.  If  I  can  keep 
the  cone  in  there,  at  least  within  the  window,  even  ttou^  it’s  moving  all  around,  it’s  definite]^ 
adequate,  but  very  objectionable,  and  always  on  the  edge  of  control  Pflot  compensation  is  extensive 
so  the  HQR  is  6. 

Run  303  fPirouettel.  The  primary  problem  in  doing  the  pirouette  is  that  it  takes  too  long  to 
perceive  the  fact  that  I  drift  in  arid  out  of  the  circle,  and  so  by  Ae  time  I  see  it,  it’s  alreacfy  buQt  up 
to  a  pretty  large  value  so  therefore  I  have  to  use  a  large  attitude  to  stop  it  There  are  extreme 
attiti^  excursions  going  around  there,  plus  and  minus  as  much  as  5  or  6  degrees  in  each  direction, 
which  is  very  unacceptable.  That  should  have  never  been  that  way.  As  a  result,  I  always  feel  behind 
the  action.  It’s  alwa^  trying  to  make  corrections  from  big  errors.  The  whole  idea  in  doing  a  task 
Glee  this  is  to  keep  the  errors  small,  and  make  little  corrections  for  little  errors,  and  that’s  not  possible 
because  th^  build  before  you  can  see  thenL  Okay,  pQot  rating:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate 
performanoe  attainable  with  a  tolerable  woricload?  Yes.  Barely,  I  might  add.  Satisfactory  without 
imiKoveinent?  Na  I  believe  we’re  down  here  between  moderately  and  very  objectionable.  I  think 
the  compensation  is  between  considerable  and  extenrive.  Consequently  the  pflot  rating  is  5-1/2.  The 
fnimafy  thing  there  is  the  inability  to  perceive  the  drift  rate  until  too  late,  and  the  corresponding  very 
large  attituda  required  to  stay  within  adequate  performance. 

Run  304  fSlalomV  Not  too  much  to  say  about  that  It  actualty  went  fairly  well  It  did  require 
quite  a  bit  of  division  of  attention  to  hold  airspeed  and  altitude,  but  I  didn’t  really  have  any  trouble 
oontroUing  lateral  positioit  The  cues  seemed  adequate  for  doing  the  task.  The  primary  cue  that 
aeons  to  be  lacking  in  this  case  is  altitude,  so  I  foutid  myself  actually  using  the  radar  altitude  on  the 
instnmmnt  panel  to  make  corrections.  HQR  scale:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainaUe  with  ttflerabte  wOTkload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement?  I’d  say  no,  because 
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of  the  altitude  problem.  I  really  should  be  able  to  perceive  vertical  rate  without  looking  at  the  radar 
altimeter.  Other  than  that,  it  was  actually  reasonably  controllable  so  I  would  say  minor  but  annoying 
deficiencies.  Desired  performance  requires  moderate  compensation  which  makes  it  an  HQR  4. 

Run  305  (Bobup/Downl.  On  that  the  vertical  rate  cues  are  pretty  much  missing,  especially 
coming  down.  I  also  think  the  lack  of  motion  really  is  a  major  defect  area.  You  can’t  feel  collective 
input,  so  the  combination  of  the  lack  of  vertical  rate  cues  plus  the  lack  of  heave  cues  in  the  motion 
makes  it  easy  to  overshoot.  There's  a  lot  of  collective  reversals  that  are  not  typical  height  control 
tasks  in  a  helicopter.  It  makes  it  appear  like  the  heave  damping  is  low.  With  that  in  mind,  the  HQR: 
Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  compensation  with  a  tolerable  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory 
without  improvement?  No.  There  are  moderately  objectionable  deCciencies  in  that,  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  the  performance  was  desired.  I  think  the  workload  definitely  required  considerable 
compensation.  I  think  the  deflciency  is  definite^  one  that’s  moderate^  objectionable  so  I’m  going 
to  make  this  decision  that  you  have  to  make  on  Cooper-Harper,  and  go  to  the  next  higher  rating  to 
report  on  the  workload  rather  than  the  performance  so  the  HQR  is  5. 

Run  306  fDash/QuickstooV  Primary  thing  to  note  there  for  me  is,  on  the  quickstop  it  was  very 
difficult  to  perceive  the  closure  rate  with  the  target  at  the  end  point  It’s  a  tendency  that  you  think 
everything  is  fine,  and  not  pitch  up  too  much.  You  go  up  10  degrees,  and  towards  the  very  end  you 
realiK  that  it's  really  closing  much  quicker.  That  forces  the  15  to  20  degree  pitchup  in  the  end,  and 
that  results  in  the  loss  of  the  forward  field.  I  think  that  wouldn't  occur  if  we  had  better  X  dot  cues, 
horizontal  translation  cues.  Pilot  rating:  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  attainable 
with  a  tolerable  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  I  believe  the  lack  of  X 
dot  cues  coupled  with  the  loss  of  the  field  of  view  when  you  pitch  up  like  that  results  in  somev^ere 
between  a  4  and  a  5.  It's  not  quite  as  bad  as  being  moderate^  objectionable  because  it  goes  pretty 
good  until  the  very  end.  I'd  say  an  HQR  5.  It's  moderately  objectionable  because  of  that  lack  of 
authority  to  perceive  the  closure  rate. 

Run  307  fSidestenl.  One  thing  that  became  noticeable,  in  truth  throughout  all  the  maneuvers, 
is  that  it's  difficult  to  sort  out  the  difference  between  pitching  down  and  going  backwards.  I  notice 
that  especially  here.  It’s  also  very  much  true  in  the  pirouette.  It’s  difficult  to  teU  if  I’m  drifting  back 
or  it’s  a  pitchdown,  and  I  think  ffiat  results  in  the  uncertainties,  and  where  you  are  in  X,  therefore 
it’s  difficult  to  tell  how  to  control  it  As  far  as  the  sidestep  goes,  other  than  the  X  problem,  the 
problem  is  mainly  at  the  ends  where  you  make  the  transition,  there’s  a  little  hobbling  in  attitude  and 
so  on.  Of  all  the  maneuvers  I’ve  done,  that  one  seemed  to  go  about  the  best  Is  it  controllable? 
Yes.  Adequate  performance  with  a  tolerable  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactory  without  improvement? 
Not  really,  because  of  all  the  hobbling  at  each  end  and  the  transition  points.  There  is  also  a  lot  of 
roll,  pitc^  heave  activity.  It  wasn’t  a  nice  crisp  stop,  do  the  maneuver,  and  then  go  the  other  way. 
I  was  able  to  sUty  within  desired  performance.  Again,  it’s  one  of  these  cases  where  performance  is 
desired,  but  the  workload  is  high.  The  continual  hobbling  around  doesn’t  affect  desir^  performance 
so  in  this  case  well  go  HQR  4-1/Z.  It’s  between  minor  but  annoying  and  moderate  deficiencies. 

Baseline  Configuration  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  308  fHoverl.  It’s  pretty  much  characterized  by  a  low  frequencty  wandering.  Most  of  the 
time  the  cone  was  in  the  window  except  that  it  was  continuously  wandering  around.  It  seemed  like 
in  spite  of  my  best  efforts,  it  was  very  difficult  to  stop  iL  The  only  trick  you  can  play  is  to  try  to  cheat 
the  simulator,  and  back  off  it,  and  just  hope  that  it  will  stay  there.  I  did  that  once,  and  it  drifted. 
Once  I  got  back  in  that  loop,  it  started  that  continuous  motion.  Any  attempt  at  closed-loop  control 
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and  precise  positioning  of  that  cone  just  results  in  this  continuous  drifting,  and  the  requirement  to 
get  out  of  the  loop.  With  that  in  mind,  is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable 
with  a  tolerable  workload?  Yes.  k  it  satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  That’s  because  of  the 
drifting.  It’s  moderately  objectionable.  Any  attempt  to  make  it  better  actually  makes  it  worse,  which 
is  obji^onable.  The  HQR  is  5. 

Run  309  fVertical  Translation^  That  was  interesting.  It  seems  to  have  a  little  better  control 
for  some  reason,  especially  down  to  10  feet,  where  you’re  actually  able  to  keep  the  cone  reasonably 
stable.  During  the  climbing  part,  the  cone  kind  of  got  away  from  me,  and  we  got  into  that  old  low 
frequency  drifting.  It  seemed  like,  if  I  tightened  up,  I  did  have  a  little  better  control.  I  just  had  that 
perception  that  time,  although  the  characterization  was  kind  of  the  same  as  the  hover,  that  there  was 
not  that  positive  control  over  X  and  Y  you  like  to  have  m  a  hover.  That’s  primarily  due  to  the 
inability  to  pick  up  the  very  small  rates  which  might  become  large  rates.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is 
adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without 
improvement?  Na  Because  I  was  able  to  keep  the  cone  somewhat  stabilized,  I  think  we’ll  classify 
that  as  a  minor  but  annoying  deticiency,  somewhere  between  that  and  moderately  objectionable, 
HQR  4-1/2. 


!  -WljLlllii 
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Run  310  (HoverV  The  most  noticeable  thing  here,  this  is  the  third  configuration  I’ve  flown,  is 
that  it’s  extremely  difflcult  to  tell  one  configuration  from  the  other.  If  you  were  to  tell  me  they’re 
all  the  same  I  would  believe  it  I’m  looking  for  differences  so  I  mi^t  have  perceived  a  slight 
tendency  for  it  to  be  a  little  looser  in  roll  A  few  times  I  got  into  a  roll  oscillation.  Just  as  soon  as 
I  figured  I  had  it  identified,  something  different  in  the  shortcoming  or  deficiency,  Fd  get  out  of  that 
osdllatioii,  and  the  cone  would  stay  reasonabfy  still  for  a  while,  then  I’d  back  in  to  it  again.  It’s  veiy 
much  cyclic  of  stabilize,  get  off^  tiy  to  control  it,  slosh  around,  get  back  stabilized  again,  and  that 
seems  to  be  true  of  all  of  these.  Ihere’s  nothing  remarkable  atout  this  one;  it  seems  similar  to  the 
others  with  a  possible  exception  that  it  seems  slightly  looser,  and  more  sluggish  and  less  crisp  and 
predictable  in  roll  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without  improvement?  No.  It’s  that  lack  of  crispness  in  roll,  and 
tendency  for  low  frequency  wandering.  The  HQR  is  a  5. 

Run  311  fVeitical  Translation!.  I  noticed  looking  inside.  I’d  get  into  some  of  these  oscillations 
that  I  referred  to.  The  pitch  attitude  changed  as  much  as  plus  or  minus  2  degrees,  and  sometimes 
plus  or  minus  3  or  4  degrees  in  roll.  This  is  a  lot  for  a  precision  hover  type  task.  You  get  behind 
it,  and  get  in  these  large  attitudes  which  result  from  the  l^e  translation  that  builds  up  unnoticeably, 
a^  that  requires  large  attitude,  and  that  gets  the  vhole  action  going.  Ok^,  is  it  controllable?  Yes. 
Is  adequate  perfrxrmmioe  attai^  with  a  tolerable  pilot  workkMd?  Yes.  Is  it  satisfactoiy  without 
ini{novement?  No.  It’s  a  moderately  objectionable  deficiency.  Actualfy,  in  this  case  between 
moderate  and  vmy  objectionable  because  of  those  periods  of  significant  osdilations.  HQR  5-1/2. 

Coaflguratton  G  (Fixed  Base) 

Run  312  fHoverl.  That  one,  finally  I  saw  some  significant  differeiKe  there.  It  seems  to  be  very 
duggkh  and  unpredictable.  I  felt  somewhat  detached  from  it,  and  always  very  behind  it.  One  or  two 
iimea  1  saw  attitudes  when  I  got  behind  it  as  much  as  S  degrees  away  from  hover  trim  trying  to 
recover.  It’s  certainly  sluggish,  and  a  strong  feeling  of  being  detached.  Primary  comments:  Is  it 
controUaUe?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  a  tolerable  pQot  workload?  No.  Not 
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in  this  case.  In  fact,  let  me  stop  and  review  that  Hover,  adequate  is  to  keep  the  ro;ie  within  the 
window  at  least  50%  of  the  time,  altitude  plus  or  minus  5  feet  heading  within  10  degrees.  I  believe 
my  heading  was  probably  off  more  than  that  There  was  never  time  to  look  at  heading.  I  think  I  saw 
my  altitude  at  least  close  to  5  feet  off.  The  cone  may  have  been  in  the  v^ndow  close  to  50%  of  the 
time.  A  few  times  it  got  totally  out  of  the  window,  and  it’s  always  on  its  way  out  The  workload 
was  definitely  in  the  category  of  major  deficiency.  That’s  the  real  driver  here.  To  get  me  down  here 
the  workload  is  not  tolerable  even  though  the  performance  may  have  been  adequate.  The  second 
half  of  the  question  is,  with  a  tolerable  workload  —  that  part’s  no.  Let’s  call  that  between  a  7  and 
an  8.  Adequate  performance  not  attainable  with  maximum  tolerable  compensation.  Controllability 
not  in  question,  is  probably  the  right  answer.  HQR  7. 

Run  313  (Vertical  Translation!.  The  landing  task  with  that  same  configuration  just  exposed  the 
problem  even  more.  It’s  one  of  those  configurations  where  you  just  don’t  tease  it,  you’ve  got  to  keep 
everything  very  small  and  very  gentle.  It  all  seemed  to  be  going  very  well  during  the  descent,  and 
during  the  ascent  back  up  to  30  feet  I  got  in  to  it  a  little  bit,  and  started  to  get  in  the  loop,  and 
woimd  up  with  some  very  large  pitch  and  roll  attitudes,  and  very  large  XY  excursions.  Bordering  on, 
I  actually  lost  control.  Okay,  is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Adequate  performance  with  a  tolerable  pilot 
workload?  No.  The  workload  isn’t  tolerable.  I  don’t  believe  the  performance,  strictly  speaking,  was 
even  adequate.  Let’s  see,  vertical  landing,  keeping  the  cone  in  the  right  window  50%,  the  heading 
plus  or  minus  ten.  No,  I  don’t  think  it’s  even  adequate.  Now,  also  plus  or  minus  two  in  altitude? 
That’s  right,  so  major  deficiencies,  HQR  7-1/2.  I  think  even  control  was  becoming  an  issue  on  this 
one.  I  just  wouldn’t  want  to  be  in  a  real  helicopter  with  that  going  on. 

Configuration  D  (Fixed  Basel 

Run  314  (Hover  and  Vertical  Translation^.  We  combined  the  hover  with  the  vertical  translation 
because  we’re  running  out  of  time  here.  That  configuration  was  a  lot  more  predictable  both  in  pitch 
and  roll  I  felt  like  I  had  good  control  over  the  attitude  of  the  aircraft,  but  my  visual  cueing,  I  stQl 
couldn’t  perceive  the  rate.  I’d  get  into  these  low  frequency  oscillations.  It  was  still  the  same  symptom 
but  much  less  with  this.  I  was  actually  able  to  keep  the  cones  in  the  window  even  though  it  wandered 
about  quite  a  bit  The  peak  attitude  excursions  were  down  in  the  order  of  one  or  two  degrees,  as 
opposed  to  five  degrees.  It’s  been  like  that  so  the  primary  symptoms  are  low  frequent  wandering 
of  position.  Cooper-Harper  for  the  hover.  Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance 
attainable  with  tolerable  pilot  workload?  Yes.  Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  In  that  case, 
the  hover  actually  went  reasonably  well.  A  few  times  it  started  to  slide  around  so  it’s  between  minor 
but  aimoying  and  moderately  objectionable,  HQR  A-lfl. 

The  landing  task  was  not  as  controllable.  The  problem  in  landing  is  it’s  a  divided  attention  task, 
and  when  I  got  into  the  heave  axis  then  the  X  and  Y  started  to  get  away,  so  the  division  of  attention 
esqxses  this  low  frequency  XY  problem  for  me  quite  a  bit  So  the  HQR  for  the  vertical  landing: 
Is  it  controllable?  Yes.  Is  adequate  performance  attainable  with  tolerable  workload?  Yes. 
Satisfactory  without  improvement?  No.  In  this  case  it’s  between  moderately  and  very  objectionable, 
HQR  5-1/2. 


E-lOO 


Form  Approved 

REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 

Exp.  Date:  tun  30.  1986 

la.  REPORT  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

None 

lb.  RESTRICTIVE  MARKINGS 

2a.  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  AUTHORITY 

2b.  DECLASSIFICATION /DOWNGRADING  SCHEDULE 

3.  DISTRIBUTION /availability  OF  REPORT 

Unlimited 

4.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBER(S) 

1281-10-1 

5.  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBER(S) 

TR-91-A-010 

Sa.  NAME  OF  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION 

Systems  Technology,  Inc. 

6b.  OFFICE  SYMBOL 
(If  applieabla) 

7a.  NAME  OF  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION 

Aeroflightdynamics  Directorate 

U.S.  Army  Aviation  Systems  Command 

Sc  ADDRESS  (Oty,  State,  and  ZIP  Coda) 

13766  South  Hawthorne  Blvd. 

Hawthorne,  CA  90250-7083 

7b.  ADDRESS  (Oty,  State,  and  ZlPCoda) 

Ames  Research  Center 

Ifoffett  Field,  CA  94035-1000 

la.  NAME  OF  FUNDING /SPONSORING 
ORGANIZATION 

AFDD,  U.S.  Army  AVSCQM 

8b.  OFFia  SYMBOL 

Of  applieabla) 

SAVRT-AF 

9.  PROCUREMENT  INSTRUMENT  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER 

Ic  ADDRESS  (Oty,  State,  and  ZlPCoda) 

Aerof lightdynami cs  Directorate 

Ames  Research  Center 

Moffett  Field,  CA  94035-1000 

to.  SOURCE  OF  FUNDING  NUMBERS 

PROGRAM 
ELEMENT  NO. 

62211 

PROJECT 

NO. 

A47A 

TASK 

NO. 

K 

WORK  UNIT 
ACaSSION  NO. 

SAD  2061 

II.  TITLE  Ondudt  Staihty  Osstifiesaon) 

Ground-Based  Simulation  Evaluation  of  the  Effects  of  Time  Delays  and  Motion  on 
Rotorcraft  Handling  Qualities  _ 


2.  PERSONAL  AUTHOR(S) 

David  G.  Mitchell,  Roger  H.  Hoh,  Adolph  Atencio,  Jr.,  David  L.  Key 


3a.  TYPE  OF  REPORT 

13b.  TIME  COVERED 

14.  DATE  OF  REPORT  (Year.  Month,  Day) 

15.  PAGE  COUNT  ! 

Final 

FROM  7/16/90  TO  8/17/90 

January  1992 

_ 

6.  SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTATION 


7. 

COSATI  CODES 

18.  SUBJECT  TERMS  (Continue  on  reverse  if  naeaaary  and  identify  by  block  number) 

FIELD 

GROUP 

SUBGROUP 

helicopter,  handling  qualities,  simulation, 

_ 

_ 

time  delay,  motion  system 

).  ABSTRACT  (Continu*  on  rovon*  if  imtsury  ami  idanttfy  tf  biptk  numbar) 

An  exploratory  simulation  was  conducted  on  the  NASA  Ames  Research  Center's  Vertical  Motion 
Simulator  (VMS)  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  simulator  characteristics  on  handling  qualities 
for  performing  hover  and  low-speed  tasks  in  a  helicopter.  The  primary  focus  of  the  study 
was  on  subjective  assessments  of  the  variations,  based  on  Cooper-Harper  Handling  Qualities 
Ratings  (HQR's),  rather  than  objective  measures  of  pilot  performance.  Effects  of  variations 
in  the  three  major  elements  of  the  simulation— the  motion  system,  visual  system,  ana  math 
QKxlel— were  evaluated.  Seven  precision  and  aggressive  low-speed  Mission-Task-Elements  were  . 
performed.  All  tasks  were  Level  2  (average  HQR  worse  than  3.5)  fixed-base  for  the  baseline 
helicopter,  which  was  designed  to  provide  Level  1  handling  qualities  in  the  real  world. 
Addition  of  motion  improved  ratings  1/2  to  2  points,  resulting  in  Level  1  handling  qualities 
for  most  tasks.  Tradeoffs  in  motion  acceleration  gain  and  washout  break  frequency  were 
evaluated  with  two  sets  of  motion  washouts.  There  was  a  preference  for  reduced  washout 
frequencies  (resulting  in  improved  phasing  between  the  visual  and  motion  responses  at  mid 


1.  OSTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY  of  ABSTRAa 
QuNCLASSIFIEDRJNUMITED  □  SAME  AS  RPT. 

□  DT1C  USERS 

21.  ABSTRAa  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

None 

1 

I  FORM  1473,  ••  MAR  *3  APR  tditwn  may  bt  us«C  until  cxhauntd.  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  Qt-  This  PAGE 

All  othtr  tditipns  art  obMlttt. 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE  (CONTINUED) 


19.  Abstract  (Continued) 

to  high  frequencies,  at  the  sacrifice  of  onset  gain)  for  the  precision  tasks. 
Conversely,  there  was  a  slight  preference  for  increased  onset  gains  (at  the 
sacrifice  of  visual/motion  phasing)  for  the  aggressive  tasks.  The  effects  on 
handling  qualities  of  a  visual  delay  compensation  algorithm  were  investigated 
by  three  pilots.  With  the  algorithm  active,  visual  pipeline  delays  are 
effectively  removed,  resulting  in  a  mismatch  between  the  visual  and  motion 
responses.  Pilot  opinion  was  mixed  on  the  value  of  this  algorithm,  with  two 
pilots  preferring  it  off  and  one  preferring  it  on.  The  effect  of  visual  delay 
on  handling  qualities  was  generally  less  than  the  effect  of  an  equivalent 
overall  transport  delay.  The  results  of  this  simulation  are  compared  with 
several  existing  and  proposed  criteria  for  judging  simulation  motion  fidelity, 
and  recommendations  are  made  for  a  more  formal  simulation  program. 


